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Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement
For July 1, 1997 - June 30, 1998

Between The Washington State Department of Ecology And
The US Environmental Protection Agency - Region 10

We, the undersigned, Tom Fitmenons, Director for the Washingtotaf Department of
Ecology and Chuck Clarke, Regional Administrator for the UnitateS Envionmental
Protection Agency, RegialD, enter into this Environmental Performance Partnership
Agreement for the ptection of Washingin’s air quality and ater quality andaund
management of hazardous waste.

This Agreement is a reflection of the relationship Ecology and EPA Region 10 have been moving
toward over the last several years: a partnership with each other and with Weshicigzens

in protecting, enhancing and restorog natural environment. In this Agreement we have
identified clear environmental priorities and desired results.

Both Ecology and EPA Region 10 will exert their bd&rgs in the performance of this

Agreement. Disputes regarding the performance of either party to this Agreeifhbat w

resolved, consistent with applicable regulatory dispute resolution procedures, at the lowest level
possible within our organizations. If this is not feasible aceasful, the next level for dispute
resolution will be the mangers psible for the program area in question. The final level of
appeal will be the Dector of Ecology and the Regional Administrator for EPA Region 10.

It is our belief that this Environmental Performance Partnership Agreeniein prove
environmental prizction in Washington State. In additj we hope this Agreement
communicates to local communities, tribal governments and citmensutual goals and
priorities for the upcomingate fiscal year.

/222

Chuck Clarke, Begional Admimsicr
Washjuaton Department of Ecology LS Envimotmenzad Prodecriaon Ageney
PO Box 47800 Region 10
Olympia, Washington 98504 7600 1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 9X101
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SECTION ONE

General Information

l. PURPOSE

The Department of Ecology [Ecology] and the Environmentaidetmn Agency [EPA]spport
a shared respondity in meeting the envonmental and public health priorities of Washington
State. Theurpose of this Environmental Performance Partnership Agreemetat®ifiscal
year 1998 (July 1, 1997 through June 30, 1998) is to:

Establish mutual environmental goals,eatijves, activities and permance measures faiase
fiscal year 1998.

Maintain a core level of environmental pgotionfor all of Washington'’s citizens.

Measure environmental progress using environmentalatalis that are reflective of
environmental conditions, trends and results.

Allocate Ecology and EPA Region 10 oesces to the highest environmental priorities of the
State.

Establish a joint work plan for administering the federal grant dollars that EPA Region 10
provides to Ecology for air quality,ater quality and hardous waste management.

In addition to this partnership between Ecology and EPA, both agencies have relationships with
the 27 federally recognized tribes of Washington State, who are sovereign nations with regulatory
authorities and Baty Reserved rights. Tribal ;egces are not limited by thmundaries of

Indian Reservations andlide impacted by the actions detailed in this Agreement. Ecology and
EPA are each comitted to working with tribal governments in the development of priorities and
approaches to environmetnal fgction on a government to government basis. This Agreement

is not intended to define or modify these relationships and tribal lands are not included under this
Agreement. Ecology and EPA each have aiticcentinue to develop@operative management
relationships and environmental agreements with individual tribes outside of this Environmental
Performance Partnership Agreement.

. GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND STRATEGIES

Ecology and EPA Region 10 agrethe following principles to further our partnership approach
to protecting Washingn’s environment and its people:

We will;
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Continue to work as partners to build trust, openness, and cooperation,

Manage our codictive resurces to meet the highest elvimental needs in theéase,

Capitalize on each other’s strengths and expertise,

Communicate more frequently and openly betwaarselves and others, and

Carry out the compliance assurance principlesaedin Section Three of this
Agreement.

In addition, Ecology and EPA firmly support the following concepts which arectefd
throughout this Agreement:

Service to the public,

Cooperation and coordination with other federal, tridatesand local government
agencies,

Clearly stated expectations, and

Activities that demonstrate emgnmental or public health improvement.

1. ECOLOGY AND EPA’s MISSION AND GOALS

Ecology and EPA have similar missions, goals andathjes that guide agency operations and
decisions. It is important that each respect the roles apdngblities of the other.

The Department of Ecology
The mission of the Department of Ecology is to protect, preseenhance Washington’s
environment, and promote the wise management of our air, land and water for the benefit of
current and future generations.
To achieve this mission, Ecology has adopted the following goals.

Prevent pollution fromefting into the envonment

Clean up pollution already in the environment
Support sustainable natural resource management.

The Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

On behalf of the people of the United States, our mission is to peotécestore the
environment of the Pacific Northwest and Alaska for present and future generations.
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To accomplish this missn, EPA Region 10’s environmental ebjives are:
Protect diverse ecosystems and ensure healthy airsheds and watersheds.
Clean up contaminated sites.
Minimize the discharge of pollutants toth air and \ater.

Prevent pollution through source reduction.
Reduce the generation of air, land and water pollutants.

IV. ECOLOGY/EPA JOINT PRIORITIES

Ecology and EPA have agreed to the following priorities:

Emphasize environmental results through the improved use of environme raalonsti
Incorpoiate, where practicable, national core measures.
Improve dta systems and ensure accuratermation is input into nationakda sets.
Incorpomte envionmental indtators into program evaluations.

Explore the opportunity to collabate on an envwonmental justice effort.

Incorpoiate pollution prevention into mediaovkplans.

Work to bring innovative initiatives and ategies into the mainstream.

Increase public education.

Increase emphasis on protection of children (EPA national priority).

EPA will work to fulfill their regponsiblity on tribal lands, includinggrogram implemetation and
compliance assurance.

EPA will work to assure compliance at federalilfaes and on federal lands.

Ecology will work to assure compliance with environmental laws.

V. ECOLOGY/EPA ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS

Ecology and EPA have agreed to the following environmental goals:

Air

1. Attain air quality standards in air sheds that violate federal and/or state air quality
standards.

2. Maintain air quality in air sheds that meet federal and/or state air quality standards.

3. Prevent unacceptable degradation of air qualibraer to préectpublic health and
welfare.
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4, Improve service to the public and business community.

Hazardous Waste

Minimize envronmental theats caused by mismanagement of s waste by implementing
effective compliance assurance activities including fair and firfereement;

Continue to improve the Dangerous Waste Regulations and maintain an authorized program;

Work toward reducing the production of hazardous waste inabe ®50% of the 1990 level;

Accomplish safe, timely permitting, closure and corrective action; and

Improveaccess, internally and externally, to meaningful, qualityrmation for use in
accomplishingur work including cokcting hformation to measure ouress.

Water

Work with Tribal governments to achieve government to government innovative solutions.

Continue to develop and implement tvatershed fAproach to \ater quality management and
to increase EPA and other federal agency involvement.

Develop and implement a strategy to complete Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMBiLwhaters
on the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Sect®08(d) impaired \aters listtor 1996
which will settle the TMDL litigation.

Continue to enhance th&gate’s Nonpoint Source Program through planning, coordination,
technical assistance, and increased voluntary compliance at the local level.

Target improvements to thease’s sirface water quality standards thall enhance the efictive
and efficient protection of beneficial uses, threatened or endangered species, and critical
habitats.

Promote the protection of@und water resurces through coordited state and federal
technical assistance and outreach to local jurisdictions.

Assess compliance with existing standards and develop néwedssfior measuring
environmental results.

Promote coordiated local, state, interstate, federal, and international pollution prevention and
abatementféorts in special geographic areas, including impletagon of the Mid-
Columbia Basin Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).
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Continue to pursue resources and legisladistion as necessary to allow Ecology to adequately
address animal waste-caused problems in Washingite s

VI.  MEASURING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESULTS

One of the key benefits in the preparation of this Agreement has been the recognition that we
need to measure and communicate rmvnental results through the use of environmental
indicators. Environmental incitors are aspects of the @oviment (known as paraters)

which are monitored regularly to show trends or changes in a particular environmental condition.
In short, they help us evalte if something is iproving or @tting worse. An envdonmental

indicator may include an animal or plant that is particularly sensitive to an environmental change,
a chemical or pollutant in water, soil or air, or simply a measure of the physical quantity of a
resource.

Ecology has already been using environmentatatdrs to help make informed decisions.
An additional benefit to developing and using environmentatatdrs is the ability to
communicate actual emenmental health to the public. Ecologiiwe producing a second
environmental indiator reportWashington’s Environmental Health 1997 September 1997.

VII. AGREEMENT COVERAGE

This Agreement is between the Department of Ecology and EPA Region 10. Indian Country and
tribal resources are not included under this Agreement. EPA anthteeeach have and will
continue to develop separate gowimental agreements with individual tribes outside of this
Agreement.

Following is a table of the air, hazardous waste managementaiad gvants to Ecologyom

EPA which are covered in this Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the Ecology and EPA
work plan for the award or continuation of these grants.
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ECY # EPA # ECOLOGY TITLE EPA CATALOG TITLE $ AMT END DATE

AIR QUALITY
BB96-02 66.001  Air Base FY96 Air Pollution Control (105) 1,139,052 6/30/98
BB96-03 66.001  Local Air FY96 Air Pollution Control (105) 1,371,358 6/30/98
BP96 66.001  Air Quality Air Pollution Control (105) unknown 6/30/98

WATER PROGRAMS

EA96 66.461  Wetlands Functional Wetlands Protection 29,991 9/30/97
F061 66.460  319(h) Nonpoint FY 93 Clean Water Act 319(h) 48,950 12/31/97
F063 66.460  319(h) Nonpoint FY 94 Clean Water Act 319(h) 183,520 12/31/97
F067 66.460  319(h) Nonpoint FY 95 Clean Water Act 319(h) 802,238 6/30/98
FO76 Puyallup River Mediation Capacity Bldg: Watershed Permit 22,277 9/30/97
FO079 66.438  State Mgmt Asst Grant Construction Mgmt Asst 205(g) 376,711 6/30/2000
F081 66.460  319(h) Nonpoint FY96 Clean Water Act 319(h) 1,239,544 1/31/99
FA97 66.460  319(h) Nonpoint FY97 Clean Water Act 319(h) 1,810,784 4/8/2000
F086 Tribal Coordination Clean Water Act 104(b0(3) 61,821 9/30/98
F--- Operator Outreach Clean Water Act 104(qg) 35,000 9/30/98
F090 Integrate Grants to SRF Framework Development 22,154 9/30/97
F091 Watershed Approach Liasion Watershed Approach Training 7,719 8/31/97
F092 Agriculture Economic 5,091 7131/97
F094 Riparian Buffer Monitoring  Clean Water Act 104(b)(3) 5,000 12/31/98
Fo71 Multimedia Innovative Toxic Substances Control Account 478,922 12/31/2001
FB98 Water Grant Performance Partnership Grant 1,101,069 6/30/98
G301 93 66.458  SRF Loan Program 93 State Revolving Fund 2,989,462 9/30/98
G301 94 66.458  SRF Loan Program 95 State Revolving Fund 20,656,847 9/30/99
G507 66.438  Construction Mgmt Asst Clean Water Act 205(g) 1,227 6/30/98
G606 66.454  Water Quality Planning: WQ Mgmt Planning 205(j)(2) 195,842 6/30/98
HAZARDOUS WASTE
M203 66.801 Hazardous Waste RCRA Haz Waste Mgmt Support 2,186,761 6/30/98
NB93 66.463  Biosolids Management Clean Water Act 104(b)(3) 38,604 6/30/98
N401 66.463  Conversion to Clean Water Act 104(b)(3) 65,000 12/31/98

Both Agencies recognize that numerous on-going relationships amditoents will continue,
as negotiated. Unless superseded by this Agreement, all existing commitments and requirements
remain in effect. These include, but are lmited to:

Delegation of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program
Compliance Assurance Agreements fater, air and hazardous waste management
State Revolving Loanuhd Operating Agreement

State Revolving Loanund Intended Use Plan

National Estuary Programs

Nonpoint Sourcéssessment Rmrt
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Nonpoint Source tatewide Management Plan
Enforcement Response Policy for Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Memorandum of Understanding

Please note that this Agreement also includes joint Ecology and EPA Region 10 activities in air,
hazardous waste management aatewwhich are not necessafiynded by federal dollars but
have been identified as areas of partnership for the two agencies. This Agreement does not
cover all Ecology programgceiving EPA grant assistance. However, the guiding principles and
concepts statedbave are reéicted in all Ecology and EPA interactions.

Ecology and EPA have relationships with the 27 federally recognized Indian tribes of
Washington State, who are sovereign nations with remuylaiuthorities and with rights and
resources reserved by treaties or by other means. The United States government has a unique
trust responsibity to tribal governments arisingom Indian teaties, statutes, executiveders

and court decisions. The EPA Indian Policy is that EHFoperate within a government-to-
government relationship with federally recognized Indian tribes ahsluwport the principle of

tribal self-government in the implementation and administration of federabemental

programs in Indian Country. EPA also encourages cooperation betiaégrtribal and local
governments to resolve environmental issues of mutual concern. This Agreement is not intended
to define or modify these relationships, and “Indian Country” and tribal trust resources are not
included under the Agreement. Ecology and ER8h have andillvcontinue to develop

separate enronmental agreements with individual tribes outside of this Environmental
Performance Partnership Agreement.

Performance Partnership Grant

Ecology and EPA are entering into a Performance Partnership Gratatéofiscal yeal998.
The following water grants are included in thefBremance Partnership Grant:

Surface Watet06 Grant (Basi@Vater Grant)
Groundvater106 Basic Grant
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Groundvater Pesticides Grant

Water Qualityl04(b)(3) Grant

Underground IrgctionControl Grant

Pollution Prevention Incentives fotades Grant

The purpose of the Performance Partnership Grant is twofold:

Reduce administrative burden by consolidating several grants into one.
Increase the flexibility of moving resrces among grants/programs teanthe highest
environmental wter quality needs in the State.

VIII. EVALUATION PROCESS

Ecology and EPA Region 10 will assgsegress, as well as identify adjustments and additional
actions that need to be takeimaughout the term of this Agreement. This assessment will
include the following elements:

Effectiveness: how readily the Agreement enabled Ecology and EPA to di@atcesto
improve environmental outcomes.

Public credibility: how credible and reliable tpeblic finds the measures used to report
environmental outcomes.

Fiscal soundness and prograstountability: how well this Agreement enabled Ecology and
EPA to manage public funds in an efficient.eetive and eenomical manner.

The findings from these evaluationdlwe used to develop arfyrther refinements that might be
needed.

IX.  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Public comment on the draft Environmental Performance Partnership Agreemexdcepsd
through July 25, 1997. Comments weeeagivedrom six responders. The commegittérs and
responses to the the comments are includeddtidh Seven: Rgsnsiveness Summary of this
Agreement.
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This Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement is available on both Ecology’s and
EPA'’s Internet Home Page at the following addresses:

Ecology:
http://www.wa.govecology

EPA:
http://www.epa.gov/docs/remn10imww/r10.html

Further information can be obtained by tamting:

For Ecology: Dee Peace Ragsdale
WA Department of Ecology
PO Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600
Phone: 360-407-6986
FAX: 360-407-6989
Email: drag6l@ecy.wa.gov

For EPA Region 10: Jack Boller
US EPA, Region 10
Washington Operations Office
300 Desmond Drive, Suite 102
Lacey, WA 98503
Phone: 360-753-9428
FAX: 360-753-8080
Email: boller.jack@epamail.epa.gov
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SECTION TWO

Special Projects

INFORMATION INTEGRATION

l. DESCRIPTION

In 1995, Ecology began a long-term @dj to integrate its emanmental and business
information and make it mom&ccessible to others. The reasons Ecology decided to integrate its
information, are:

Ecology’s business is changing from program by program decision-making to a multi-media (air,
water, land) and geographically based process.

Access to our ata is a growing need by local government denisnakers and the public.

Ecology has many autonomoustd management systems with little access or consistency across
the agency. Combining information is functionally very difficult.

Much of our environmental information is used once and thectfely lostfor future use.

. GOAL

From their desktop, usersiMpe able to evalate multi-media, mukprogram éta and
geographically summarize or depict information. Ecology stdifheve access to the
administrative information about the fitees and sites we manage. External users (via the
Internet) will also havaccess to fality related nformation.

The integratednformation management goal has five critical components:

Multi-media information integration across program areas (aitefyland).

Cross-functional integration of information (for example, between enforcement and release
data).

Ecology expenditures linked to activities which are linked torenmental conditions and
results.

Geographic-based analysis. Multiple modes of adq@esguery capailities) is another highly
desirable feature.

Data are oknown quality and are presented using consistent standards.
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[, OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES

Ecology’s objectives and activities for fiscal year 1998 are:

Increase the ability of Ecology to aadit, analyze, y@ort and share multi-media information
throughout thetate.

Scope, design and implement the Environmental Information Management Business Area
Analysis (one of several business areas defined within Ecology). This is defined as the
collection and analysis of analytical data which helps determine the@eméntal
condition of air, land and ater hroughout thetate.

Move datafrom our older legacy systems to the newly cordtrd Fadity and Site
Identification System and the Enenmental Information System.

Partner with other agencies and tribes in order to makaatiities more complete and
beneficial to a wider audience in a shorter period of time.

In support of Ecology’s Integrated Information Project, EPA will:

Work with Ecology Information Integration staff to explore ways to fund and incréstsevgide
Geospatial Information System (GIS) coverage of environmental significance.

Explore ways to pilot cooperative programs designed to provide the public and local communities
access tonformation.

Explore ways to improve and fundegiter data collection and storage consistency, reduce
duplicaton, improve consistency across the regulatory programs (for exampleatair, w
and waste) and diminisfuplicative r@orting burdens plced on the regulated
community.

Work with Ecology to make maps of Higg/Site Information available to the public via the
Internet.

Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement 12



REGIONAL SALMON RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATORS

l. DESCRIPTION

Ecology and EPA are participating in a work group to identify a set of environmentaitorgi

for use on a region-wide basis. The mission of the Pacific Northwest Environmerdatdndi
Work Group (Work Group) is to promote the ongoing development and use oatetgr
environmental indiators for decision makers to peot or restore the emenmental quality of

the Pacific Northwest for present and future generations. Other members of the Work Group
include Alaska, Oregon, Idaho, British Columbia and Environment Canada (Pacific and Yukon
Region).

. GOALS

The Work Group is undertaking the iderg#tion and development of emmental indtators
at the direction of the heads of Pacific Northwest federal, statpramuhcial environmental
agencies to:

Determine the arrent condition of the environment as a whole;

Develop a tool that can assist in comprehensively measuring the effectiveness of the agencies
environmental programs; and

To use environmentakda to set management priorities.

[, OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES

Ecology and EPA in collaboration with the five other environmental agencies have chosen to
pilot one region-wide issue: Salmon stocks at risk. This pilot effort is focused on developing a
set of water quality and quantity and habggadtection indicators linked to salmon stocks at risk.

The selected indicatorsililbe those most iportant to the environmental agencies of the seven
jurisdictions. However, the Regional Workgroup is collaborating with othéz and federal
agencies, tribes and public interest groups in this effort. Oithdarsefforts will be evaliated

for consistency and linkages. The followinij take plce over the next year.

The objective is to identify the specific indicators that best capture the critical aspects of factors
contributing to healthy habitér salmon. This it be done by the followingctivities:
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Factors have been identified and initial indicators selected in a Regional $atiiwators Work
Shop held in mid-June. Participants at that workshop included regional reatiesen
from date and federal fisheries agencies, water quality and quantityrcesmanagers
and public interest groups.

Based upon the outcome of the work shop, the Pacific Northwest Environmertatonsli
Work Group, of which Ecology and EPA are membeilsjdentify data surces in
collaboration with others to support the development eicsed! indicators.

The Pacific Northwest Work Groupilindentify data gaps and strategies filling those gaps.

Ecology will incorporate the selected indicators, as feasible and practicable, into it’s indicator
selectionprocess as described in the Water Section of this Agreement.

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL EXCELLENCE PROGRAM

l. DESCRIPTION

The Washington State legislature recentlyhatized a new approach to environmental
protecton. This new law (Laws of Washington, 1997, Chapter 381), authorizes aots ditate
agencies to solicit and support environmental excellence agreements that use innovative
environmental measures oragggies to achieve emgnmental results more efttively or
efficiently.

More effective envonmental results are defined as results that etteroverall than those that
would be achieved under the legal requirements supersededameply the ensonmental
excellence agreement.

More efficient environmental results are defined as results that are achieved at reduced cost
under the legal requirements superseded oacedl by the agreement, but thesrall
environmental results achieved by the participatingitiacan not be decreased.

For the regulated community, this is a voluntarggram and Wil depend on facilities coming in
with proposals for environmental excellence agreements.

While the principles for agreements are under development, they aeteco include the
following:

Require approaches thaesgt or exceed overall emohmental results, including gextion of
public health.

Opportunity for stakeholder involvement during all phases of any proposal.

Adequate monitoring andperting, including providing publieccess tonformation.

Adequate aforcement and compliance assurance mechanisms.

Transferability of new pproaches to others.

Environmental justice.
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Encouraging agreements that result in pollution prevention.

. GOALS

Respond to proposals to develop pobg that wl provide improved environmental results while
providing prdection to human health and the eowment.

The success of any such @cis wl depend on:
Effective Notice and @portunity for comment.
Enforceablelimits as well asion-enfoceable goals.

Adequate monitoring and perting.
Periodic review and evaluation.

.  OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998
Ecology’s objectives and activities for fiscal year 1998 are:

Inform the public and potential applicants regarding opportunities and challenges provided by
this new law. To accomplish its goals Ecologl @o the following:

Develop principles for environmental excellence program agreements.

Communicate with a wide range of stakeholders, including represerftatopublic interest
groups, EPA, labor repredatives, municipalities, tribes, the regulated community and
concerned citizens.

Provide eduation and outreach presentations and matdaalaterested parties.

Develop a web site for @ttronicaccess tonformation redted to envonmental excellence
program agreements.

In support of Ecology’s Environmental Excellence Agreements Program, EPA will:

Provide information on the lessons learned from the national environmental excellence program.
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Provide a timely review and response to any propaseedmojects. EPA’s criterion of
“superior environmetnal performe@” as it is defined in the Federal Xlcogram vill be
used in evaluating proposed agreements. EPA’s criterion of superior environmetnal
performance was clarified in its April 23, 1997 Federal Register notice.

Help the stat@rovide publicaccess tonformation redted to statprojects .

POLLUTION PREVENTION INCENTIVES TO STATES
SMALL COMMUNITY PROJECT

l. DESCRIPTION

The Department of Ecology willavk with approxinatelyfour small communities in theéage
implementing pollution prevention strategies related to water usage and disposal. A small
community can be any incor@ded town, uningrporated area or recognized tribe or area within
a tribal reservation with a population less than 2,500 people.

Small Communities in the state face the same regylaéquirements and resporiliiies as

larger cities. They often lack the financial and technical resources to address those
responsiblities. Many communities have grown to rely on outside expertise andfgrai# to
meet requirements. These communities have not been empowered or expected to take full
responsibities for their infrastructure and compliance issues.

The wastewater collection and treatment system is one of the most costlypantzirn
infrastructure systems that a community epes. The system begins at tbarse - home or
business - and ends at the outfall. We widrkvwith communities to identify and implement
strategies to reduce pollutant amgdraulic loading of the wastater system. The wastewater
treatment plant W be monitored to evakte success.

. GOAL

To use pollution prevention strategies t@move the operation of wastaver treatment systems
in small communities by reducing the volume, toxicity and organic component of \aastew
flows into the sewer systems and wastewater treatment plants. It is anticipatbrbtigit t
pollution prevention, these féities will operate better and have increased capacity at the
treatment plantor the community.
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1. ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATORS

Reduced pollutant and hydraulic loading at tle@atment plant to less than 85 percent capacity.
Reduction of toxic materials disposed into the wastewater system.
Extended life of the wastewater treatment systems.

V. OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES

Approximatelyfour small towns il be identified to cary out the three-year pollution prevention
project. Towns with wastewater treatment plants that are at 85 percent of capalsayeyriait
are relatively new plants or are in a condition that they need not laeedpbr rehalitated if
capacity problems can be solvedll be targted as primary candidates.

Wastewater treatment plants and sewer systems in the selected itbweswvalated. A report
will be prepared by thpublic works personnel iaccordance with the general format developed
by Ecology in 1994 under EPA’s Municipal Wastder Pollution Prevention Program. Ecology
will provide substantidgechnical assistanceBut the report vil not be prepared by Ecology.

The report Wl be submitted to the townozincil showing the efficiency and efftiveness of the
treatment plant and recommend specifipiavements. It Wl identify problems that need to be
addressed, capacityetitment, gurces - commercial, industrial and residenaéd,

The report Wl focus on seven basic apgditions of pollution prevention and waste reduction.
These applicationsilvbe used in this first reattempt to implement pollution prevention at the
local wastewater treatment plant and sewer system level in small communities. These
applications includ@rocess modificabin, product moditiation, waste segregationaterial
substitution, housekeeping;plant/closed bop recycling and aterial and energy conservation

Results Anticipated:

Through apptation of p2 strategies, the efficiency and effectiveness of the wastewater
treatment plant and sewer systeith me improved by reducing toxics loading, organic loading,
and the quantity of influent water. This should improve effluent quality, and inggate the
need foimmedate capital investment by extending wastewater treatment plant life.

An additional result is a master financing plan for thdlifp¢hat includes an evaluation of the

rate structure and recommendations on how the plant would become self-sustaining. The plan
would look not only at current operation and maintenance costs, but would also include long-
term upgrades, expansion, and aggiment needdnfluent will be reduced, so morgook ups

will be paying ates thugroviding additional funds for plant improvement capital funds to pay

for short and long-term needs identified.

The wastewater treatment plant and sewer systémealize reduced operating costspiraved
operation, reduced toxic and organic loading, reduced influent flow; aetlea Quality effluent
will likely be produced.
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SECTION THREE

Compliance Assurance Principles

Reprinted as adopted and signed by Washington, Idaho, Oregon, Alaska and EPA Region 10

Backgr ound

As part of the Performance Partnership process, EPA Region 10 and the environmental agencies
of Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washingtota{& Agencies) have beermiking on a set of

principles to guide our relationships aactions in compliance anah®rcement ratters. This

document memorializes the discussions that have taken place amongst EPA and the State
Agencies in February, March and April, 1997.

There are four majarategories of principles described below. They cover: Qalitive

Planning, EPA/State Role Defirot, Performance Measurement/Oversight, and Information
Sharing and Data Rpgnsiblities. These principles also contain some significant agreements that
have been reached. These include:

commitment to "ugront” planning within the EnPPA process to avoid problems, claiin,
and surprises.

recognition of the State Agencies' "right of first refusal” on agugexh work in a deleged
program, except in those situations where regional or national initiatives warrant an EPA
lead. Such exceptions would occur only after full and open consultation with the State
Agency.

recognition that the State Agencié®sld make a aomitment to define and negate EPA's
role in a given year, and that the identified role must be a meaningful one and EPA must
agree to it.

Recognition that the State Agencies and ER&u&l work together to define esgtations and
program review criteria.

The partnership/delegation relationship that exists between EPA and State Agencies clearly has
paradoxical qualities that can lead to confusion regardingcésp roles. Delegation often

implies that the state or local agency is inftloat lines, with EPA in a support role.

Partnership, on the other hand, implies that both téie $gency and EPA areHsulder to

shoulder” on the front-line. These principles are designed to help EPAsad®\§encies cope

with this situation by emphasizing planning, joint priority setting, and complementary role
definition.
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COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

General

EPA and the State Agenciedlwoordirate their respectivendorcement and compliance
assurance planning efforts to complement the EnPPA process as aipropfanningrsuld
cover goals; priorities; resources; key activities antopmance measures; and respve roles
and responsilities of the agencies.

Collaborative Planning Pro cess

EPA and the Statesilengage in collaorative planning on a regular basis. The overarching
principles for these intactions vill include:

Managing for environmental results and high compliaates:

Clearly articulating the enforcement and compliance assurance program mix and philosophy.

Each party bringing to the planninfjat its entire body of compliance work, andnamitting to:
1) exploring the full range of regulatory tools, including compliance assistance
approaches, and 2) addressing both large and small sources as part of its itafitamen
efforts.

Establishing up-front agreements on roles, goals, priorities, and measures.

Adhering to the principle of "No Surprises".

Maximizing the eféctiveness of agency mgces, reflecting respective agency calpes, and
avoiding duplication of #orts.

Eliminating onflicting messages.

Including discussions of disinvestments and resource adjustments in any planning for new
initiatives that arise during the course of the year.

Complying with existing interagency agreements, such as Compliance Assurance Agreements
and the Ecology/EPA agreement on multimedia inspections.

The process should begin withhch agency developing priority activity aréasa given year (or
other planning cycle that the parties agree to). As part of thimipaay planningeach agency
will consider the following guidance:

Office of Enforcement and Complianéassurance (OECA) Memorandum of Agreement and
Core Measures guidance. EPA is responsible for filtering this guidance into key
performance exgctations and measures, dadclarifying roles in support of these
activities and measures. EPA Region I0wwork with OECA to avoid surprises and
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support the planning process;
the Region 10 regional strategy and any spepifigram stategies; and
EPA and State Agengyrogram specific guidance.

EPA will solicit Sate Agencynput on, and then commuaite at the start of the planning
process, the following:

Specific targeting priorities, including multimedia targeting, sector priorities, and other national
compliance priorities.

Priorities for sharingtate and EPA capacity.
Strategic directionfor compliance assistance efforts.
Priority areas based on compliance rates or concerns regarding State Agénoygnee.

The mix of program specific versus general enforcement priorities. In particular, EPA will
communicate crosgrogram priorities at the start of the planning process, and work
internally to avoid conflicting messages to the State Agencies.

The State Agenciesilhbring to the preliminary negotiations the following:

State Agency rforcement and compliance priorities,

A description of State Agency copeogramactivities, and

State Agencyroposals for EPA's role in the priority target areas identified by EPA.

In the planning negotiations, clear procedures to implement the agreed on priorities and define
respective roledwuld be developed. For EPA proposed efforts in dédetprograms, tte
Agencies should have the "right of first refusal” to take on the work themselves, except in those
situations where regional or national initiatives warrant an EPA lead. Such exceptions would
occur only after full and open consultation with the State Agencwrin 8ate Agencies will

propose a role for EPA so that resources of both agencies arairegixand a federal

enforcement presence is maintained.

The following are possible mechanisms for implementing the priorities that either EPA or the
State Agencies idefyi, and should be specific outcomes of the EnPPA process:

The State Agency as primary implemamt This would generally represent the core program
work in delegtedprograms. This core program work should be defined through either
the delegation process, or defined between the State Agencies and EPA ifosachsa
the Compliance Assurance Agreement.
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The State Agency accepts the EPA priority as its priority and doesottkgper agreed upon
expectations.

EPA performs the agreed on priorégtion at the State Agencies request. This would typically
happen in cases where resources or State Agencyildgpabduld cause the tdte
Agencies to request this.

EPA does the work even if theéafe Agency does not want them to. One example of this would
be where delegated State Agemcggrams are not performing adedgeiy. Criteria and
processes for thiselermination Bould be incorpated intoprogram specific compliance
assurance agreements.

The work does not get done. This should be jointly agreed to by both EPA andtéhAdgency
during the EnPPA process.

EPA/STATE AGENCY ROLES

EPA Roles

In Delegated ProgramsEPA's principal role in delegat@dograms should be as "back-up" for

the State Agencgrogram. However, EPA should irite an aforcementactionunder the
following circumstances:

At a State Agency's request,

If a State Agency action is determined to be not adedlratkis situation, EPA W adhere to
the "no surprises” principle).

As part of its agreed on role established in the annual planning process.

In non-celegated programander the federal Clean Air Act, Clesater Act or Resurce
Conservation and Recovery Act authorities. AlthoughadéeSAgency may implementpogram
under analogoudate auhorities, here EPA often is the lead on compliance and enforcement
issues. However, EPA will also follow a policy of "Norfrises” in carrying out its

responsibities in these situations, and in the thoegegories of activities described below, unless
inconsistent with Tribal sovereignty rights.

Role on Tribal Lands EPA has a duty to address environmental issues on reservations,
stemmingrom treaties the US government has signed with the Tribes. EPA and Tribal
governments are usually the only regulators on reservations, and no enforcement programs have
yet been delegated to any Region 10 Trikésnsequently, EPA has enforcement

responsitiities with regard to all Bforcement programs on reservations.

Role at Federal FacilitiesEPA should be prepared take a lead role in dealing with Federal
Facilities where requested by &t® Agencyprogram. Heret&te Agenciestwould play a
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significant role in identifying areas where a stronger enforcement presence is needed.

Coordination ofcivil and criminal programs EPA and the State Agencyllwperate in a
cooperative manner to define thémnal program role in the overall compliance and
enforcement process.

State Agency Role

In delegategrograms, thet&te Agency role is as thé&dnt line" agency in program

implementabn. This includes helping to define EPA's role in the \gadl communityor a

given program. Exceptions to this include those situations where regional or national initiatives
warrant an EPA lead. These would be exceptional situations, such as the implementation of new
federal regulations, or those instances where an individualstageam does not have a

comparable deterrence capabllity, e.g., against a single entity with facilities in more than one
state, or to ensure a level playing field by recoverirmpemic benefit and commensurate

penalties from entities involved in a national market. Such exceptions would only occur after full
and open consultation with the State Agency concerningaprate roles of the respective
agencies in taking the action.

EPA/State Agency Joint Roles

Capecity sharing In some instances EPA can help a State Agengsowe its performance by
providingtechnical assistance in a variety of forms. However, capacity sharing is a two way
street. There are many areas where State Agenciekhawiedge and sks that EPA staff
would benefit from. EPA and theg®e Agenciest®ouldactively seelopportunities in both these
situations.

These general principles should beegeféd in EnPPA discussions, and in Complialsgurance
Agreements.
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT/OVERSIGHT

General Princ iples

EPA will use differential oversight and a range opresses to assestafe Agency
performance, including "system level" reviews.

The primary focus of oversight should be on a whole program or "holistic” basis. Oversight
inspections at individual fédlities are a Bcessary part of developing this "holistic"
approach.

EPA will limit its review of $ate Agency decisions to a standard of whether the delegated
entities made factualers intechnical calculations, or errors in inteztations of federal
law, regulations or guidelines.

Performance Measures
Within available resources,

EPA and the State Agenciedlwtrive to measur@accomplishmentsor the full sgectrum of
enforcement and compliance assuraaciyvities.

EPA and the State Agenciedlwontinue to ount traditionahctivities, such as inspections and
enforcemenactions, but il also strive to measure emgnmental results where feasible.

EPA and the State Agenciedlwanalyze, and present availabidarmation about: ajctions
taken by the regulated community, b) the benefits of those actions to human health and
the environment, and c) the level of compliance in priority industcyoss

EPA and the State Agenciedlwontinue to refine measures ofcaess.

Oversight Inspections

Oversight inspectionsilvfocus on evaluating at&e Agency's inspection and compliance
assurance program. Thidlee done by evaluating the&e Agency inspector and his/her
compliance determinatiasuring the inspction and subsequent follewp process. Part of this
evaluation will include awoff-site debriefing with the t&te Agency inspector to discuss EPA's
initial compliance findings. Care will be taken to ensure that the facility doescwive

conflicting messages from EPA and that8 Agency. If there is a disagreement on compliance
issues, the dispute resolution process of these principles should be usedtalfetifg&ncy does
not address in a timely and apprapel manner compliance issues raised by EPA, then the State
Agency understands that EPA may overfile. In this situation EkvAisn $iould be timely and
approprate.
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INFORMATION SHARING AND DATA R ESPONSIBILITIES

Working with Cu rrent Data Base Systems

It is important that both state and EPAgrams are gomitted to using at a minimum the
existing (national) compliance data systems. EPA and the State Agenciesking w0 make
these program specific systems more user friendly, atidrtable to link datkom the various
media. However, along with that effort must come mm@ment to using the systems we now
have to their full advantage. These systems include AFS, PCS and RCRIS.

Ensuring Sufficient Info rmation to Assess the Adequacy of Program
Implementation

In addition to maintaining data systemspgram offices should work with theitabe Agency
counterparts to clarify the kinds of information and records that are critical for making these
determinations. This ark also needs to be integed with crrent developments in how we
define and measure success.

Collaboration to Define Critical EI ements

In order to ensure that staff in both EPA atak& Agencyprograms are fully aware of reporting
priorities, improved and consistent definitions of common terms are needed. EPA aradehe S
Agencies should collaboratively identify and clarify the most critieéhcklements.
MISCELLANEOUS

Integration with Existing Ag reements

These compliance assurance principles reflectuihe ot positions of thet&e Agencies and

EPA Region 10. As appropte they can be used to assist in the implementation of existing
agreements. EPA Region 10 and the State Agendlesivere to these principles when
developing any future state/EPA agreemedtiressing enforcement and complianctars.
Dispute Resolution

EPA and the State Agencies recognize that disputes may. o8t parties vill attempt to

resolve these disputes promptly and at the lowest level. If disputes cannot be resolved within
seven days, they will be referred to the supervisor level. This sumgruegerral and resolution
process will continue, ifecessary, to the level ofeéfe Director and EPA Regional
Administrator.

Disclaimer

Nothing in these principles shall be construed to constitute a valid defense by regulated parties in
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violation of any state or federal ermmmental t&atute, regulation or permit. This agreement is
not intended to, and does not, waive any authorities available ttatke and EPA. Nor can

this agreement be used to create a cause of action not otherwise available against the states or
EPA.
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SECTION FOUR

Air Quality

l. DESCRIPTION

To work as partners with government agencies, Indian Tribetalf parties and thpaiblic to
prevent, reduce and control air emissions and improve the air quality and health of the citizens of
Washington State.

Il. GOALS
1. Attain air quality standards in air sheds that violate federal and/or state air quality
standards.

2. Maintain air quality in air sheds that meet federal and/or state air quality
standards.

3. Prevent unacceptable degradation of air qualitydier to proectpublic health
and welfare.

4, Improve service to the public and business community.

llI.  JOINT PRIORITIES-(EPA/Ecology/Local Air Authorities)

Prepare for revised Federal National Ambient Air Quality Stand&AsQS)
Expand inter-governmental and Indian Tribe partnerships

Prepare attainment and maintenance State Implementation Plans (SIPs), and re-designate as
appropriate

. Update phase 1 of the visity SIP
Implement the Compliance Assurance Agreement and Principles
Ecology/Local Air Authorities continue to implement and improve the aotwities such as:

Operating Permits

Vehicle Emission Check Program
Indoor and Outdoor Burning
Public Education

Air Monitoring

Pollution Prevention
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Notice of Construction, New Source Review, Prevention of Significatei@ration
Maintenance Plan Implementation
Business /Technical Assistance

V. ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATORS

Quantity of emissions reduced or prevented by point source strategies, motor vehicle strategies
and area source strategies.

Total number of air pollution measurements each year that exceed the concentrations established
by federal and state ambient air quality standards.

Total number of person exposure dagsh year to air pollution levels exceeding federal and
state ambient standards.

Long term monitoring trends by pollutant and SIP monitoring location
Reductions in air emissions attributed to permitting activities.

Cumulative hours of visility impairment between July 1, and lhar Day foreach Class 1 area
in Washington state where Ecology monitors.

Status ohon-attainment areas

Number of designatedon-attainment areas

Number of designatedbon-attainment areas that are in monitored attainment of the
NAAQS

Number of areas which are re-designdtedh nonattainment to attainment

V. OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES

Assumed within the listed Odgtives and Activities are a set @@6re” or ongoing program

activities that both Ecology and EPAromit to continue. Examples of thes€dre” activities

would include; maintenance and operation of the vehicle emissions program, air monitoring, and
outreach and educati. In addition, both EPA and théag wil continue to vork together to

assess and refine the list of indicators as adequate measures of the Stat&jsaanr sucess.

Both agencies willddress any emerging air quality issues in aptige manner.
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1. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are being met in all areas
of the state and all non-attainment areas have been re-designated to attainment by

the year 2000. (goals 1, 2)
Ecology FTE: 67

Ecology, in partnership with Local Air
Authorities, will:

a) Assure appromtie action is taken to
bring Spokane intattainment and
maintenance for carbon monoxide (CO).

b) Submit the Seattle, Kent, and Tacoma

Particulate Matter (PM)Maintenance
Plans by 3/1/98.

c) Begin to prepare the CO and PM

Maintenance Plans for Yakima and make

significant progress by 6/30/98.

d) Submit the PMMaintenance Plan for
Lacey by 8/1/97.

EPAFTE: 2

Local Air Authorities: 20
EPA Region 10 wil:

a) Based on data gathered in
@kane, make a decision regarding
the administrative requirements for
the Spokane CO plan .

kpp@se approval of theeSttle,
Kent, and Tacoma FWaintenance
Plans in a reasonable time.

c) Provide continuing feedback on
the CO andMaihtenance Plans
for Yakima.

d) Propose approval of the PM
Maintenance Plaor Lacey by
3/1/98.
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e) Begin to prepare the RM
Maintenance Plan for Spokane with
significant progress by 6/30/98.

f) Operate and evaluate the National
Ambient Air Monitoring/State and Local
Ambient Monitoring (NAMS/SLAM)
network. Submit dta into Aerometric
Information Retrieval System (AIRS).

g) Conduct dta analysis and pert
trends during the yearly “Trends
Meeting” and participate in mhyear
reviews with EPA.

h) Continue to opate the Vehicle
Emission Check Program.

e) Provide continuing feedback on
the PXRintenance Plan for
Spokane.

f)ppkove changes to and provide
feedback on National Ambient Air
Monitoring/8&te and Local Ambient
MonitoringNAMS/SLAM) network.
Partiate on Ecology/Local Air
Authorities network advisory
committee. PRovidetechnical
assistance as requested and respond
to annual and biennial evaluations
within 60 days.

g) Participte in mil-year reviews

with Ecology and the Local Air

Authorities.

h) @videtechnical assistance as
requested.

i) Undertake a comprehensive review of
the Vehicle Emission Check Program to
determine the most effective way of
identifying the highest emitting vehicles
and ensuring they operate cleanly.
2. Programs are in place to address existing and anticipated problems
associated with violations of current and futureNAAQS and other air quality
guidelines by June30, 1998. (goals 1,2)
Ecology FTE: 13.5 EPAFTE: 2

i) Prouiglehnical assistance as
requested.

Local Air Authorities: 4

Ecology, in partnership with Local Air
Authorities, will:

EPA Region 10 wil:

a) Analyze datdrom Ozone field
studies to determine if volatile organic
compounds (VOC) or Nitrogen Oxides
(NOx) need to be limited to prevent
forming Ozone .

a) Peer review Ozone studies.

b) In response to new Federal PM
NAAQS, begin to develop inveoity,
modeling, and monitoring expertise.

b) Funding guidanceeatuhical
support.

c) Prepare revisions to the Visibility SIP
based on recommendations from the
“Review of the Washington State
Visibility Protection State Implementation
Plan-Final Report”.

c) Partatip on Visillity work

group and provide continuous
feedback on the ViisitSIP
revisions.
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a)

b)

d)

d) Work with stakeholders and the d)  Work with Federal agencies to

agricultural community to reduce address air pollution on Federal lands.
emissions from agriculture sources of air  Assist Ecology and Local Air Atbrities
pollution. in negotiations with the U.S. Department

of Agriculture on forest land burning and
private agriculturdourning.

e) Analyze datdrom CO saturation e) Parti@pe in a peer review.
studies, in norattainment areas of the Comment on a cawus basis during
state, to determine compliance with firecess.

NAAQS and help verifty CO monitoring

needs.

f) Implement all approved Maintenance f) Begin to develop federally
Plans in required areas of Washington ecdable implementation plans for
State. Indian Country.

g) Submit a PMs monitoring SIP in g) Provideechnical support and
accordance with national guidance set by impleat@n funding; act on the

EPA. monitoring SIP no later than 18 months

after a completed submittal of the
promulgation of the PM 2.5 standard.

h) Coordirate and monitor the Columbia h) rdvidetechnical support,
Plateau Project, (mo’s purpose is to coordination and funding of the
determine best management practices for Columbia Plateg@ct consistent with
farmers ,enabling them to help reduce the approved work plans.

PM in this area), consistent with the
approved work plans.

3. Regulated community achieves and maintains a high rate of compliance with

air quality requirements by June 30, 1998. (goals 1,2,3)

Ecology FTE: 26.5 EPA FTE: 4.5 Local Air Authorities: 70.5

Ecology, in partnership with Local Air EPA Region 10 wil:
Authorities, will:

Implement the Compliance Assurance a) Implement the Compliance Assurance
Agreement and principles. Agreement and principles.
Participate in identifying compliance b) Soliditpm Ecology and Local Air
priorities, with EPA, as noted in the Authorities, input on compliance
Compliance Assurance Principles priorities as noted in the Compliance
Guidance. Assurance Principles Guidance.
Assure all required Air Operating Permit c) Issue final approval of Operating Permit
program elements are ingglefor final program for Washingtortae.
approval of the Washingtoricie
program.
Issue half of the air operating permits by d) Feedback and technical assistance on
12/1/97, and all permits in théase by individual permits.
7/1/98.
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K)

K)

m

e) Participate in monthly significant
violators conference calls.

f) Air Facility System (AFS) dtaupdated
on a regular basis. Track and maintain
AIRS significant violators. Attend AIRS
training.

g) Local Air Authorities and Ecology
Regions with local authority, submit
guarterly, core grant activityjiormation
on enforcement, permitting, monitoring,
public educatn, planning and
technical/business assistance .

h) Implement Notice of Construction,
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD), and Part 60 regulations. Request
updated Part 60 delegations each year.

i) Conduct training on Notice of
Construction, PSD, Part 60 and other
training needs as identified.

Ecology and Local Air Authorities, with
assistance from EPA ilperform 2

performance evaluations on the Core grant
program, per year, and provide a summary

report.

eConduct monthly significant violators
conference calls.

f) Assist with AFS. Povide AIRS training
and technical support.

g) Feedback aedhnical assistance on
information provided.

h) Provigkehnical assistance in PSD and
P&fi. Respond to request for
delegation of Part 60 within 90 days of
Request.

i) Provide funding atieghnical assistance.

EPA, with assistance from Ecology and

Local Air Authorities, W set criteriafor a
Air Quality Program Review.

Either request delegation of all Part 61 and Respond to deleged NESHAPs within 90

63 of the National Emissions Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS)
or submit 112(I) requests.

Implement delegated NESHAPs and
develop a training program for staff.

) Ecology and Local Air Authorities will
develop a list of suggested inspections of
facilities in the operating pernjrogram,

& conduct insgctions jointly with EPA.

days of request, approve 112(l) within 180
days of request.

Provide funding andechnical support for

training and impletagon.

mAssist in the development of identifying

ilifaes to be jointly insected with
Ecology and the Local Air Authorities.

Programs are in place that improve service to theublic and the business community.

Ecology FTE: 15

Ecology , in partnership with Local Air
Authorities, will:

EPAFTE: 2

Local Air Authorities: 15

EPA Region 10 wil:

Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement 32



a)

b)

d)

Implement the Chlorofluorocarbons (CFC) a) Implement the CFC MOU as signed by
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) as Ecology and EPA
signed by Ecology and EPA.

Implement the Asbestos MOU as signed by b) Implement the Asbestos MOU as signed by
Ecology and EPA. Local Air Authorities will Ecology and EPA. Maintain National
continue to implement asbestos strategy and tracking systemsaumtketechnical

input data into the National Asbestos assistance.

Registry System/Alternative Control
Technology dta, quarterly.

Educate citizens regarding their role in cloWdetechnical assistance and funding to
achieving clean air. help educameblic on clean air issues.
Continue to upate Ecology and Local Air d) Attempt to link or refer EPA Region 10
Authorities Air Quality home page’s on the home page to Ecology and Local Air
Internet with valuable air quality information, Authorities home pages.

including real time monitoring data, SIP table
of contents and Washington Administrative
Codes.
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SECTION FIVE

Hazardous Waste Management

l. DESCRIPTION

The Hazardous Waste Program is implemented pursuant to the federal Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) and theae Dangeus Waste Regulations. The purpose of the
program is to assure that generators and processors of hazardous waste manage the waste in a
manner that minimizes the risk of releases of s naterials to air, water, andid. This is
accomplished by assuring compliance with the fdimas waste regulations and by encouraging
waste minimization g@ctices.

Work to be done by Ecologyilbe paformed by the Hazardous Waste and Toxics Reduction
Program (HWTR), The IndustriakStion and the Nuclear Waste Program. Ecoloijycallect
and track all information needed to adatgly rgport on all indcators and performance

measures. EPA workilwbe paformed by the Region 10 RCRA program in the Office of Waste
and Chemicals Management (OWCM).

. GOALS AND PRIORITIES

The EPA Region 10 RCRA Program and the Ecology HWTR Progitistrive to achieve the
following program goals and priorities in Washingtdat8 in FY98.

Minimize envionmental theats caused by mismanagement of ftmss waste by implementing
effective compliance assurance activities including fair and firforeement;

Continue to improve the Dangerous Waste Regulations and maintain an authorized program;
Work toward reducing the production of hazardous waste inabe ©50% of the 1990 level;
Accomplish safe, timely permitting, closure and corrective action; and

Improveaccess, internally and externally, to meaningful, qualfiyrmation for use in
accomplishingpur work including cokcting nformation to measure ourctess.
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1. ENVIRONMENTAL AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

The following environmental and performancesaatiors will be used toedermine the long term
success of the RCRA Program. During FY98 EPA and Ecoldpgssess therogress on these
indicators using data available in tRERIS dita base, Biennial Rerting System, and the
Toxics Release Inventoryath base. This assessmeititlve done at the end of the year.

Pounds per year of hazardous waste gapdrper faitity (sorted by SIC and ZIP codé&pom
Biennial Reporting System (BRS). See goals 1 through 5.

Pounds per year of toxic chemicals released to air, land, aredt as measured by the Toxics
Release Inventory (TRI). See goals 1 through 5.

Number and percentage of sites subje®®@RA corective action that have (a) human
exposures under control and (b) grouratev contaminationnder control. Measured in
RCRIS cita base. See goals 1, 2, 4 and 5.

Percent of high and medium priority facilities sedijtoRCRA corective action where a final
remedy or interim measure is in pldoe any portion of the fality. Measured iIrRCRIS
data base. See goals 1, 2, 4 and 5.

Percent of facilities that require either an operating or post closure permit where a final permit
decision has been made. Measured in RCRBt& dase. See goalshitdugh 5.

Percent incidence of "Environmental €ats" per inspection by calendar year. Measured in
RCRIS dita base. See goals 1 and 5.

IV. ACTIVITIES TO BE PERFORMED BY ECOLOGY AND EPA

Ecology and EPA will onduct the followingactivities which vill be reported in a mid-year and
end-of-year report. These report#l include a narrative and trackingith and Wi be due

January 31, 1998 and July 31, 1998. Ecolodjyagree to continue porting in the National
databas¢RCRISetc.). Unlesstated otherwise these activitiedllwe competed by June 30,

1998. The level of effortextion of each Ecology activity identifies the Ecology Riikded by
federal grant dollars and the Ecology FTE fundedtatesmatchindunds. The level of effort
sectionfor EPA identifies EPA resources devoted to work in Washington. Ecology's work plan
for the HWTR program is incorpated into this agreement by reference.
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Informat ion Manag ement

Ecology will:

1.

Input into the RCRISata system all hardous waste ingrtions, aforcementctions,
return to compliance information, centive actiormilestones, closure/post-closure
milestones, permit milestones and any otlaadecessary to track indicators 3, 4, 5 & 6.
Ecology will establish a system to assure #ath inspect, permit writer, and

corrective action/closure leadlweview the dgtafor each fadity they are reponsible

for on a monthly basis and submit revisions fatadnput. At no time should theath for
any facility be more than two months bathi See goal 5 and irditors 3, 4, 5 & 6.

See work planection 6B.

Level of effort in FTE: 1.0 (grant) 0.3 @tch) Total 1.3

2. Collect andprocess annual reports. Informatiofi e provided to EPA for the
National Biennial Report System as agreed in the prot@RA. Ecology wil also

maintain the hazardous waste nottionprogram and input notéation data into the
RCRIS dta base. (This activity includes the maintenance of the HWIMSY data base).
See goal 1, 2, 3 & 5 and indicators 1 & 2.

See work planection 6.

Level of effort in FTE: 2.8 (grant) 0.7 @tch) Total 3.5

EPA will:

Assist in maintainingRCRIS and keepingada airrent.

Level of effort in FTE: 0.2.

Compliance Assurance

Ecology will:

Conduct gatutorily mandated and state priority inspections. Daltdo&input into RCRIS and

guality assured monthly. Should Ecology decide not to conduct a Federallgtednd
inspection they W immediately notify EPA in writing of this decision along with
justificationfor this decision. See goals 1, 2, 3 & 5 anddatbrs 1, 2 & 6.

See work planection 1A1B,1C,&1D.

Level of effort in FTE: 5.7 (grant) 1.4@tch) Total 7.1
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Address violations and compliance issues in a manner consistent with the Ecology Hazardous
Waste and Toxics Reduction Program Compliance Assurance Policy and the
Ecology/EPA Compliance Assurance Agreement (orders, NOC's, compksters,land
penalties). Data including SNC'sloe input into RCRIS and quality assured monthly.
See goals 1, 2 & 4 and indicators 1, 2, 4 & 6.

See work planection 5.
Level of effort in FTE: 1.6 (grant) 0.4 @tch) Total 2.0

EPA will:

Coordimate with Ecology on compliance issues arnitlperform the hazardous waste portion of
multi-media inspections andillwmplement compliancactivities inindian Country in
cooperation with the various tribal governments.

Level of effort in FTE: 0.5.

Ecology and EPA will:

Work together to revise the compliance assurance agreement for the hazardous waste program

Technical Assistance

Ecology will:

Conducttechnical assistance for compliance, wastamimation and pollution prevention
through site visits, answering phone calls, eathpublications and wrkshops.
Technical assistance work, includingezifiveness (e. g. compliance rates and reductions
in waste generation),ilve trackedfor inclusion in the mid-year and end of year reports.
See goals 1, 3 & 5 and indicators 1, 2 & 6.
See work planections 1Gtirough 1HH.
Level of effort in FTE: 6.2 (grant) 1.6 @tch) Total 7.8

EPA will:

Providetechnical assistance to Ecology including work at Kalama Chemical and Hanford.
Level of effort in FTE: 0.45.
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Closure and Corrective Action

Ecology will:

Invest the desigated level of #ort in making progress on completing closure of rated units
and conducting coective action at SWMUSs. Site specific priorities and expectations for
this work will be negotated with EPA and revisetiroughout the year as situations
change. These negotiations will bendiwcted trough sites metings. The meetings will
be documented and agreements will be sigrfedn by staff from both agencies. Data
including RCRIS measures CA725 and CA750lve input into RCRIS and quality
assured monthly. See goals 2, 4 & 5 and indicators 3, 4 & 5.
See work planection 4A4B,4C,& 4E.
Level of effort in FTE: 6.7 (grant) 1.6 @tch) Total 7.8

EPA will:

Conduct corective action and closureank at Kalama Chemical, Rhone Poulenc, Northwest
Petrochemical and Boeing Plant I1.
Level of effort in FTE: 1.0.

Permitting

Ecology will:

Invest the desigated level of #ort in making progress on issuing hazardous waste permits. Site
specific priorities and expectationdlvwe negotated with EPA and revisetiroughout
the year as situations change. These negotiations witiimiurted hrough sites
meetings and faley specific permit discussions. Agreemerggached in these
negotiations will be documented and sigodéidon by staff from both agencies.afa for
milestones achieved will baput into RCRIS and quality assured monthly. See goals 4 &
5 and indicators 1, 4, 5 & 6.
See work planextion 4D & 4F.
Level of effort in FTE: 3.0 (grant) 0.7 @tch) Total 3.7

EPA will:
Conduct permitting work to include training to be provided to theegrogram coordination,

and work on Yakima Training Center, Reichhold, and ATG.
Level of effort in FTE: 1.2.
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Authorization

Ecology will:

Maintain an authorized program in compliance with federal requirements found at 40 C.F.R. Part
271.21. See goals 1 thru 5 and aadors 1 thru 6.
See work planection 2.
Level of effort in FTE: 1.0 (grant) 0.3 @tch) Total 1.3

EPA will:

Work with Ecology to develop, review and process the next authorization package. Level of
effort in FTE: 0.4.

EPA Coordination and Contracts

Program Coordination

This is general program coordination done by the Eiafes oordinator in the EPA
regional office and the RCRA coordinator position in the EPA operations office. This
work includes a minimum of six joint ingptions and other oversiteovk, grant
administration, planning, training and assuring open convatian between Ecology and
EPA.

Level of effort in FTE: 1.1.

Contract Work
This includes contractevk EPA funds to assist in implementing the waste program. Included in

this work are RFA's for coective acion, permit reviews angkchnical assistance.
Level of effort in FTE: 0.5

Total FTEs Covered in the Hazar dous Waste Manag ement Section
The total state FTE covered by this agreemeB®%i8 (28.0 funded by the grant and 7.0 tates

match). For the purpose of this agreement 1 FTE is equal to $62,357.00. The total federal
resource involved in implementing the program in Washington is 5.35 FTE.
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SECTION SIX

Water Programs

l. GOALS AND PRIORITIES

Both EPA and Ecology have agreed on a common set of environmental goals and priorities to
cooperatively pursue under this agreement. These goals and priorities set the gentoa dir

the agencies’ efforts over the coming year and form the basis for the performance measurements
and specific activities of each agency as described below. This part of the agreement covers
water quality, wetlands, biosolids, sediments, andrenmiental indtators. As such, it involves

the following parts of the two organizations:

EPA - Region 10
Office of Water
Office of Ecosystems and Communities
Washington Operations Office

Ecology
Water Quality Program
Program X (Lands Program)
Solid Waste and Financial Assistance Program
Central Programs
Environmental Investigations and Laboratory Services

The water goals and priorities for state fiscal year 1998 (SFY 98) are:
Work with Tribal governments to achieve government-to-government innovative solutions.

Continue to develop and implement tvatershed Aproach to ater quality management and
to increase EPA and other federal agency involvement.

Develop and implement a strategy to complete Total Maximum Daily Loads (TM&Lspaters
on the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Sect®08(d) impaired \aters listtor 1996
which will settle the TMDL litigation.

Continue to enhance th&ate’s Nonpoint Source Program through planning, coordination,
technical assistance, and increased voluntary compliance at the local level.

Target improvements to th&ase’s sirface water quality standards thall enhance the efictive
and efficient protection of beneficial uses, threatened or endangered species, and critical
habitats.

Promote the protection of@und water resurces through coordated state and federal
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technical assistance and outreach to local jurisdictions.

Assess compliance with existing standards and develop névedssior measuring
environmental results.

Promote coordiated local, state, interstate, federal, and international pollution prevention and
abatementféorts in special geographic areas, including impletaton of the Mid-
Columbia Basin Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).

Continue to pursue resources and legisladistion as necessary to allow Ecology to adequately
address animal waste-caused problems in Washingite s

Il. MEASURING PROGRESS

A. Environmental indicators (now underd  evelopment)

Continue the development ofater-reated envionmental indiators for Washingtont&e.

A list of potential water quality related enmnmental indiators has been identified for research
into the feasibility and usefulness in describing ttvedition of Washington’s aters. Over the
next state fiscal year, a set of indicatoilve sekcted and included in the FY99 PPA. That
process willmvolve EPA and Ecology staff input and external cdasioh with stakeholders. In
addition, a monitoring andadia management strategyllwe developed towgpport the long-term
use of the selected enenmental indsators.

B. Performance measures

1. Performance Outcome Measures and Reporting for thetate enfacement and
compliance program Ecology and EPA agree to continue existing reporting on
inspections anfbrmal enforcement (penalties and orders) until further or new program
performance measures are agreed upon and agree to continue the existing collaborative
process to identify Significant Noncompliance for Majors.
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Core Program Outcome Measures and reporting requirements for other NPDES

program elements (eg., Point Souice Pollution): Ecology and EPA will do the

following:

a)

b)

d)

f)

Continue the collaborative process efttigg Discharge Monitoring Rerts into
the Permits Compliance System data base such that EPA can compute toxic
loading.

Ecology will report semi-annually to EPA théasus of permitting including the
number and percent of facilitiés) which are covered by a current National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) per(8itwith expired
permits, (3) which have applied for a permit but have not yet been issued a
permit, and (4) which are under administrative or judicial appeal. Number of
non-storm vater general permits issued and the number ditie covered.

Ecology will report annually to EPA on the number and percent of débeg
municipal pretreatmemgrograms on which Pretatment Compliance Inspections
and Audits are condted.

Ecology will ®opeate with EPA in estimating the percent of municipal
Pretreatment falties that beneficially reuse their biosolids and the percentage
reuse on an annual basis.

Ecology will rgport annually to EPA and EPA annually to Ecologyastions
taken to reduce NPDES compliance monitoring folilifees exhibiting good
performance iraccordance with the national initiative and eaties of
reductions.

Ecology will report annually to EPA on Ecology’s legalilél to implement the
NPDES program.

Core Performance Measures anéssociated Reporting Reqgurements for

Watershed Restoration and Protection

Core Environmental Indicators:

Percent of assessed waterbodies thaeptpublic health and the environment by
supporting a) fish and shellfish consumption, b) safeeson, and c) healthy aquatic
life use designations. (The states and tribes designatéousks waterbodies within
their jurisdiction.)

Percent of assessed rivers and estuaries with healthy aquatic communities

Percent change of selected substafmesd in surbce waters
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Associated Reporting Requirements:

Describe the major achievements in developing and implementing comprehensive
watershed managemepriograms including how ater quality standardsifbe
used in managing water qualitypnovements and how interagédprograms will
be coordimted using a watershegmoach. Such programs include, for example,
those pertaining to monitoring, assessments (including TMDLS), wetlands,
nonpoint sources, point sources, coastal and maatersy drinking water, and
ground vater.

Describe the review and revisions of the State Se8ti@yprograms undertaken to
adequately reflect the nine kpyogram elements of an efftivenonpoint source
program as outlined in the natiomMddnpoint Source Program and Grants
Guidance for FY 1997 and Future Yeg@mtly transmitted by EPA and
ASIWPCA.

Describe changes in statewide monitogmggram to conform withextion106 guidelines
(transmitted 10/184) and the 305(b) guidance so that comprehensive assessment
of water quality over 5 years is achieved

Describe the status of compliance with Sec868(d) list subnttal requirements and
completing necessary TMDLSs, including any requirements from court orders,
consent decrees, or settlement agreements.

Percent of assessed rivers and lakes in the state containing fish that the ctdés,tm
protectpublic health, has determineldagild not beeaten, orlsould beeaten in
only limited quantities.

4, Core Measures and Associated Reporting Regqements for Source Water
Protection and Underground Injection Control

See following Sectiotil.A.2. “Ecology WIll” for the Form 7520 reporting edkd to this core
measure.
[Il.  Activities to be under taken by both Ecology and EPA

Ecology and EPA Region 10 agree to perform the followitiyities at the specified level of
effort and with the identified deliverables duringts fiscal yea®8.
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A. Watershed approach, water guality standards, and nonpoint source
pollution control

1. Roles & Responsibilities for303(d) and TMDL Activities

Ecology and EPA agree to complete and implemem@A under which roles and
responsibiities for both Ecology and EPA with respt to303(d) and TMDLactivities are
delineated. Such activities would include, but nolirbged to, the303(d) list completion and
approval process, TMDL development, approval and implégien, finalizing 303(d) TFW and
NPS guidance, updates to the WQMP, and enharmadioation on issues of shared intats
and international waters.

FTEs: 3.5 Federal Funded 5.@f Rinded 9.0 Total
FTEs: EPA 1.75
2. Coordination of Cross-Cutting Ground Water Issues and Activities

Ecology and EPA agree to utilize the Inter-agencyu@dWater Conmittee to oordinate on
cross-cutting ground ater issues and activities, including the Comprehensive StatenG
Water Protection Plan (CSGWPP)pgnd water monitoring and data management, State
Pesticide Management Plan, Source WAssessment Program and thedMGolumbia Basin
MOU.

FTEs: EPA 1.0

Ecology will:

Continue to integrte gound waterprotection activities into the watershegapaoach, including
development of the Geographic Information System (Ga&) thyers and suscepliy
modeling analysis for the Cedar-Green and Spokatergheds by Juri998,
continuation of the existing UndergrounddajionControl (UIC) program and rated
7520 report subrtials, and development of a technical assistance and outreach strategy
for the UIC program by January 31, 1998

FTEs: 5.0 Federal Funded 1.tate kunded 6.0 Total
3. Roles & Responsibilities for Coordination of Activities to Implement the
Watershed Approach

EPA will:

Work cooperatively with Ecology and tribal governments to identify the roles, restibesijb
and processes necessary to ensure adequarteirtation and involvement in the adoption
of water quality standards, delegation of permihatity (including phase | municipal
stormwater requirements, with the exception of Tribes, to whom this delegation is not
allowed), and implemeation of the watershedgproach.
FTEs: 7.0 Federal Funded 5.6 Ruinded 12.3 Total
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FTEs: EPA 0.35

4. Development of Partnerships and Consolidation of Environmental Efforts in
the Watersheds

Ecology and EPA will use the scopipgpcess and the watershgapeoach to develop strong
working partnerships and collaboration with apprateriState, interstate, Tribal, regional, Federal
and local entities in the watersheds and to consolidateaardiate prioritiesfunding sources
and environmental efforts in theatersheds.

Ecology will:

Continue to build opportunities to intege, ®ordinate, and focus bageogram delivery through
the watershedpproach. Specifically, Ecologyilv

Conduct scoping in Cedar/Green, Eastern Olympic, and Spok@MAY

Continue implemetation of year 2tirough 5activities elsewhere in the state

Continue to build strong partnerships with other agencies, tribes, and local governments

Coordimate prioritiesfunding sources and environmental efforts iIQWASs

Continue to foster government-to-government processes to implement 3034l rel
activities.

FTEs: 2.0 Federal Funded 1.&afe Funded 3.5 Total

EPA will:

Participate in the watersheg@oach. Specifically, EPAillv

Prepare briefing papers for the scoping efforts in Cedar/Green, Eastern Olympic, and
Spokane VQMAs;

Attend Ecology’s scoping workshops for the aboatar quality management areas
(WQMAs);

Review resulting priority issues and actions identifiedng the scoping process and
identify follow-up activities in @ordination with Ecology;

Coordirate the participation of federal agencies and tribes in the squuiogss;

1. Provide resources amechnical assistance as able in response to Ecology’s
requests;

Continue support of Ecology liaison position to assist with this involvement process.

FTEs: EPA0.35

5. Improve Effectiveness and Coordination of Nonpoint Source Controls

Ecology and EPA wilpursue opportunities for improving the ettiveness andoordination of
nonpoint source controls.

Ecology will:
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1. Complete the CWA Sectid®19 Nonpoint Source (NPS) Plan by February, 1998.

2. Develop a plan involving a wide esgtrum of interest groups that is widely
supported;

3. Incorpoate the 9 key elements requifed enhanced benefitaus;

4. Incorpoate the Coastal Zone Act Rehatization Amendments (CZARA)
Section6217 findings;

5. Develop a long-term communication armbdination stategy thafurthers the
directionsfor NPS in the Plan by August, 1997;

6. Evaluate thepportunity for an agency/tribal ategy decision makingrocess to

address NPS priorities and funding by the fall of 1997;
7. Sponsor atatewide NPS wrkshop in October 1997.
FTEs: 6.0 Federal Funded 2@t Funded 8.5 Total

EPA will:
Participate in the development of Washargs 319 plan and review and comment by April

1998. Assist with planningor NPS workshop in October 1997.
FTEs EPA 0.05

6. Timber-Fish-Wildlife
Ecology will:

Continue development of a forest module Wittnber-Fish-Wildlife (TFW) designed taddress
Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act requirements. Review rules, watershed
analysis and other forest management programs and approaches.

FTEs: 3.0 Federal Funded 2.t Funded 5.5 Total
7. Dairy Operations Pollution Reduction
Ecology will:

Work cooperatively with other approgte agencies and organizations to build tiestructure
and partnerships to reduce pollution from dairy operations. Continue implementing the
watershed pproach to dairy permitting by targeting the Sumas, Snohomish and Chehalis
River drainages.
FTEs: 1.0 Federal Funded 3.t kunded 4.0 Total

EPA will:

Continue implemetation of Region 1@onfined Animal Feeding OperationAEO) compliance
initiative in Washington until state r@srces and legislation are sufficient to allow
Ecology to adequatelyddress animal waste-causedter qualityproblems. EPA and
Ecology will continue to commuciate on these activities.
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8. Water Quality Standards
Ecology will:

Adopt proposed phase | revisions (nutrient criteria, short term rauiiin of water quality
standards (STM) language, wetland definitions, etc.) of the steftece water quality
standards by Decembat, 1997, and prepare phase Il revisions (antidegradation and
use-based criteria) for public workshops to be held in winter of 1997-1998. Ecology will
also begin the public scoping and prioritization process for the next round of potential
standards revisions by the spring of 1998.

FTEs: 2.0 Federal Funded 1.tate Funded 3.0 Total

EPA will:

Coordirate review and comment pfoposed changes to thater quality standards by federal
resource agencies under ESA cotagidn early in standards revisipnocess. EPA will
work with Ecology to identify dtes by which sucmput is required in order to avoid
delays in the state’s standards developrpemtesses and present this schedule to the
resource agencies by DecemBér 1997.

FTEs EPA 0.25

9. Water Quality 305bAssessment Data

Ecology will:

SubmitClean Water Act, SectidB05(b), vater quality assessment data on or as close to April 1,
1998 as changes in federal guidance and/or litigation allowyvélradso work with EPA,
other state and federal entities, local government, tribes and the private sector to leverage
and prioritize the resources needed to measure the performance of environmental
management programs through the monitoring of environmentehtods and results.
FTEs: 5.0 Federal Funded 2.t Funded 7.0 Total

10. Puget Sand Plan Implemertation
Ecology will:

Continue providindechnical assistance and funding to implement programs in Puget Sound
including:
Participate in the Pugeb@nd/Georgia Basin Task Force with EPA and others.
Coordirate of Puget @&indWater Quality Management Plan priorities with other Ecology
activities;
Prepare annuaéchnical reports for Ecology’s components of Puget Sound Ambient
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Monitoring Program (PSAMP)

Convene an interagency group to develop options for measuring/ evaluating loadings of
toxic and conventional pollutants to Puget Sound or parts of Puget Sound.

FTEs: 11.0 Federal Funded 3.@a rinded 14.2 Total

11. Columbia River Implementation
Ecology will:

Continue providindechnical assistance and funding to implement programs in the Columbia

River including:

Participation on the Policy and Management Committee of the Lower Columbia River
National Estuary Program (NEP);

Working towardattainment of water quality standards on the Columbia River and Snake
River mainstem.

Continued support of efforts in the Columbia Basin grouatewmanagement
area(GWMA).

FTEs: 1.0 Federal Funded 1.tate Funded 2.0 Total

EPA will:

Continue providindechnical assistance and funding to implement programs in Columbia River
including:
Participation on the Policy and Management Committee of the Lower Columbia River
NEP;
Working towardattainment of water quality standards on the Columbia River and Snake
River Mainstem.
FTEs: EPA 3.0
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12. Columbia Basin Memorandum of Agreement & Technical Assistance
EPA will:

Identify by September 1997, the specditivitiesproposed for meting the conmitments
identified in the Columbia Basin Memorandum of Agreem®&t@®A\), including the type
and level of federal support available for the Columbia Basin GWMA.

FTEs EPA 0.10

B. NPDES, Pretreatment, and Bios olids

l.a. Ecology and EPA will implement an&ttive NPDE$rogram per the delegation
agreement (Memorandum of Understanding) and the NPDES Compfasgeance
Agreement (CAA) as well as written modification to the agreements as agreed to by both
agencies. Core NPDES program elements include permitting; enforcéeatmical
assistance; inspections; monitoring; pretreatment; biosolids; stormyabdc,

involvement; pollution prevention; and developing and maintaining systems and
procedures for efficient and consistent impletagan. Ecology’sWater Quality

Program and EPA agree that the state WatersippdoAch toVater Quality

Management is a key mechanism for prioritizing available resources.

1.b. Key resources to be applied to the NPDES program are represented in the table.
Note that these FTE estimates ardimieary and are subft to change as Ecology

program budgets are set, overall priorities are set, and final federal grant awards are
established by Congress and EPA. Theesity categories are not mutually exclusive,

and judgment calls were made to determine in which activities to show the FTEs. EPA
FTEs include review of records, reportatalto determine compliance, and assistance to
regulated entities (@port to gate is included iprogram development.) Biosolids are

included.

Activity Federal Ecology EPA
Program Development 0 14.5 0.50
Permit Processing 0 26.0 0.50
Inspections 0 19.0 0.90
Report Review 0 10.0 0.20
Pretreatment 0 3.0 0
Data Management 0 5.0 1.0
Technical Assistance 0 12.0 0.30
Enforcement 0 6.0 0.30

1.c. One objective of the Watershepphoach tdVater Quality Management is to
assess the status of all permits in the watershed and reddiveiroaite the backlog of
extended and expired permits. The current goal ifitin@te the backlog in each
watershed in year 5 of tleyear cycle. The first permitting year begins July 1, 1997, for
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the Skagit/Stillaguamish, Columbia Gorge, Horseheaven/kditkupper Columbia, and
Pend OreilleNater Quality Management Areas.

2. EPA and Ecology will review and revise &sassary the NPDES CAA. EPA

will provide the initial review of the CAA and provide comments to Ecology by October
30, 1997. Ecology and EPAllid etermine if revision of the CAA is needed by January
30, 1998. Any revisions to the CAAllllbe compekted by Jun&0, 1998.

3. EPA and Ecology will wrk cooperatively to develop NPDES and pgatment

program evaluation criteria, an evaluation process, and performance measures. EPA will
lead this effort. This effort ilWbe coordinated with Regiori0’s and Region 1Qates’

effort to develop compliaze/enforcement, program evaluation criteria, processes, and
performance measures. Ecologyl participate in this &ort. Performance measures

will be availablefor use by March 1998, at thatéstfor incorporation into next year’s
Performance Partnership Agreement.

4. EPA'’s Office of Enforcement and Compliarkgsurance (OECA) will identify
information that is needed from Ecology to satisfy national or other requests. Ecology
and EPA will neet to discuss the need and reach agreement on what rikbddiled

and how. Ecology willgopeate in fling needs to the extentacticable. Letter
agreement by January 31, 1998.

5. EPA and Ecology agree to continue discussion of regulation of federal facilities
by the state. A decision by Ecology relative to assuming thiiklead wil be
communicated to EPA by October1B97. Pending an affirmative response to that
decision, both agencieslidevelop a sttegyfor funding and transfer of this

responsibity.

6. EPA will take the lead toavk with the tribes and Ecology to develop an
implementation stratedpr bringing the Puyallup and Muckleshoot tribes into
compliance with Phase | of the municipal stormwategram. An approachilnbe
completed and agreegbon no ater than May 11998.

7. Ecology and EPA will continue toonk together to make delegation of the
biosolids program a reality. Ecologylveubmit an apptationfor biosolids delegation
three months after adoption of the biosolids regulation.

8.a. Using the watershegproach to ater quality management, Ecologylmspect
all major dischargers in the following watershedsing the &ate fiscal yea®8.

Island/Snohomish

South Puget Sound

Okanogan

Crab Creek/Esquatzel

Ecology will also inspct targeted major and mair permited fadlities in these and other
basins.
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8.b.  Ecology’s Industrial &:tion is reponsible for multi-media regulation of the pulp
and paper mills, oil refineries and primary alumium smelters in Washingite SThe
Industrial ®ction intends to continue torduct NPDES compliance irsgtions of these
facilities at least mnually.

8.c.  Ecology willprovide to EPA information on planned irgpions anually and will
report the results of the major irsgions onducted.

9. Ecology will continue to@ordinate pretreatment activities using arkw group
comprised of staff and management. EPA’s pretreatnoamtdmator will participate in
work group neetings andanference calls asgessary to help facilitafgrogram
implementation angromote commuiation.

10. EPA wll continue to participte in Water Quality Program management meetings
where topics are relevant to NPDES program impleatim.

11.  Ecology willprovide wastewater treatment outreach technical assistdocsmall
communities.

C. Small Community Assistance Project

The Small Community Assistance Redjprovidestechnical assistance to communities 2,500 or
less in population. In implementing this modestly funded effort Ecology must control
expectations due to thienited re®urces available for thectivity. The primary focus of the
project has been in wastewatbrdugh the Small Towns Environment Program (STEP) and
through participation in the President’s NorthwEistber Recovery Initiative. Theroject has
designed an approach to implementing multimedia assistance using EPA’s RegulatotlityFlexib
Policy for Small Communities andilitbe initiating a unique pollution prevention stegy

through the PPIS. The agency themes of cleanup, prevention and siugyaaralall being
realized through this effort.

EPA is an important partner. EPA’s sustainable communities efforts need to be partnered and
coordirated with Ecology’s #orts in order to maiize limited resurces from both agencies.
To that end EPA and Ecology agree that:

EPA and Ecology wil:

Make personnel resources mutually available, to the extent possible, to assist communities
achieve environmental scess.
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Ecology will:

Actively participate in the EPA Region 10 Small Communities Clehange; Ecology W invite
EPA as an active participant in its assistarféarts with small communities.
FTEs: 0.0 Federal Funded 1.tate Funded 1.0 Total
EPA will:

Communicate its intentions wherovking with specific communities, working with Ecology as a
partner in those communities;

Support public information, edation and outreach on ersmmental prtection and
sustainability in mutually agreed tatgd communities;

D. Program coor dination and efficiency impro vements

Ecology and EPA agree to pursue a performance partnership grant (PP @jefiocovering
eligible federal grants.

EPA and Ecology will continue toavk together on a range attivities begun in the previous
year and will keep the ipmroved lines of commuaoation open at both the staff and
manager levels of the two agencies as well as other interested parties and local, state and
federal agencies.

In addition to routine commuretion, key managers of EPA and Ecologyll meet at least
twice per year to discuss progress on Performance Partnership Agreemenitnaents,
new issues, needed communicatiopriavements and program implent&iion successes
and problems. Ecologyilmake the lead on eeting schedules and agendas. Meetings in
November 1997, and March 1998.
FTEs: 1.0 Federal Funded 1.tate Funded 2.0 Total

E. Financial manag ement

Clean Water Act, SectioBl9, for nonpoint source pollution prevention.

Ongoing EPA willactively participate in Ecology’s Water Quality
Program’s Financial Advisory @amittee and subeomittee as meetings are
scheduled. The committeglivamong other itemsctively work to develop
strategies to use Ecology’s Watershgaproach in the distribution of grant and
loan funding insofar as possible. This effoiit tae in conjunction with similar
ongoing efforts of othertate and federduinding sources.

7/15/97 Draft FFY 98 &ction319 Progct List issued.

9/19/97 Final FFY 98 &tion319 Progct List issued.
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10/31/97 FFY 98 Grant issued to Ecology.

1/2/98 FFY 99 Apptation Period opens (tentative)

2/28/98 FFY 99 Apptiation Period closes (tentative)
FTEs: 12.5 Federal Funded 17 12t8 runded 29.7 Total
F. Wetlands Restorat _ion and Protection
FTEs: 1.0 Federal Funded 2.tate runded 3.0 Total
1. Hydro Geomorphic-based Function Assessment (HGM)

Ecology is currently coordinating with EPA to adopt new methods to dqatwveily assess and
measure the functions and values of individual wetlands on the landscape in Washington.

Ecology will:

HGM mehods wil be compéted on the following classes
Riverine wetland class western Washington (by Spring of 1998)
Depressional wetland class western Washington (by Fall of 1998)
One class to be determined in eastern Washir{gioRall of 1998)

EPA will:

Continue to provideéechnical assistance to Ecology in the development of HGM wetland
function classes.

Performance Measure: Number otsassful functional assessment methods cetaglwithin
specified time-frame.

2. Puget Sound Wetland Restoration Program

Ecology will:

Continue their wetland restoration program in the Snohomish and Skagit Basin
Develop a case study report of wetland restoration analysis in the Skagit River
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EPA will:

Providetechnical assistance in the ongoing work that is occurring in the Snohomish Basin and
the Skagit Basin.

3. Long Beach Peninsula Wetland Management Program

Ecology and EPA are working jointly with federal andts agencies, local governments, the
business communities, and citizens in the development of a wetlands management plan for the
Long Beach peninsulaCurrently efforts have been focused on the city of Loegdh, “Coastal
Dune Habitat Management Plan”.

Ecology will:

Continue to particigte in planning meetings so that by the Wintet@37 the City of Long
Beach Coastal Dune Management Plahbg compéted.
1. Continue to particgte in future #orts that wil branchoff from this planning effort.

4. Wetland Enforcement Program

EPA is currently working with local governments and at@/goups and citizens in the
enforcement of unauthorizetid in waters of the United States including wetlands.

5. Water Quality Certifications and Section 10 Permits
Ecology will:

Process USCOE and US Coast Guard 404 antddd 10 permits.

Provide coordiated state rg@nse to ensure wetland peotion and mitigation of unavoidable
impacts.

Coordirate with EPA and other federal agencies to ensure watlanection on federal and
tribal lands.

G. Sediments
EPA and Ecology wil:

Continue to work with othettate and federal agencies to complete and implement the
Interagency/Intergovernmental Agreement. This agreement is between the EPA, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and several Washingtatesagencies (DNR, Ecology, PSAT)
which will include a ooperative approach to sediment management issues and initiatives.
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Continue to work with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Department of Natural Resources,
the Puget Sound Action Team and the Washington Public Rsstgiation to evaluate
and select a Multi-User Disposal Site in Pugair®#l. Finalize study plan and cost-
sharing agreement by June 1997.

Continue to work with othertate and federal agencies and plublic to develop and maintain
sediment quality standards (i.e., Puget Sound, other marine areasafersiand human
health criteria) which protect beneficial uses and reflaatent scientific information.
By May 1998, develop (1) echnical studies plan and (2) a sirtined gproach for
using current scientific information to upied sediment quality criteria.

Continue to work with other federatase and local agencies, tribes andghbblic to implement
the Bellingham Bay Demonstration Pilot Rxci.

Continue to work with othertate and federal agenciespmmote the beneficial reuse of
dredged material. Complete and implement users manual by Dec&mi&o7.

Continue to work with other Washington, Oregon and federal agencies to establish and
implement coordiatedprograms to manage dredgedtarialfrom the Columbia River.
Prepare dredged materials management manual by Jara8g8y

Ecology will:

Adopt revisions to thetate sediment quality standards by M#@©8. Revisions iVaddress
public comments raised during the Triennial Review Process.

Develop strategfor evaluating and addressing sediment quality problems identified on the
303(d) list.

Water Quality Certifications and Section 10 Permits inclu¢iljgrrocess USCOE and US Coast
Guard 404 andeftion 10 permitq,2) provide coordiated state rg®nse to ensure
compliance with Sediment Management Standards, Water Quality Standards and Puget
Sound Dredged Disposal Analysis (PI3A) requirements an(B) coordirate with EPA
and other federal agencies to ensure compliance with applicable requirements.

FTEs: 1.5 Federal Funded 0.tate Funded 1.5 Total
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SECTION SEVEN

Responsiveness Summary
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Comment from Katie Krueger

1. Under Section 1, page @der IV (Joint Priorities), the last bulleates that EPA "W work
to assure compliance at federal facilities and on federal lands."” We think it wowdddbéog
have a parallel bullet that "DOE willaxk to assure compliance aate fadities and on tate

lands."

2. In the introduction toetion 1 and elsewhere, the parti&®im the reader that this document
is not an agreement with the Tribes. It is just between the EPA and the DOE. Nonetheless, there
are several places wheyeu acknowledge the need to involve the Tribes (and we appreciate
this). For example:

a. On page 3, under Joint Priorities, the EPAl Work to fulfill their regponsihlity on
tribal lands..."

b. On page 25, undee&ion 4, Air Quality, Description: "\Wk as partners with ...
Indian Tribes ... ; and under Joint Priorities, "Expand intergovernmental and Indian Tribe
partnerships.”

c. on page 38, undee&ion 6, Water Programs, Water Goals and Priorities have as
#9: "work with Tribal governments to achieve government to government innovative solutions.

With respect to Water Goals, while we would like to be a higher priority than last, we are pleased
to be present.

3. Since it makes sense to mention that Tribes should be involved in making aatangalicy,
we would like to see a similar sentence that recommend$/ing Tribes, in the following:

a. On page 10,e8tion 2,Information Integration (@ta gathering). Our tribal staff (legal,
policy, and technical) have degrees from the same collegéesi@sfficials, and have
comparable training. Their field data are often reliedoor803(d), vatershed prescriptions, and
other programs. It would make sense to include them in discussions regaitding d

b. On page 12, Regional Salmonateld Envionmental Indtators. Here, you say you will
work with Alaska, Oregon, Idaho, and Canada. After U.S. v. Washington, and general
agreement that Tribes are co-managers of the fish, would you not want to be explicit that you
would work with the Tribes? Surely we rank with Idaho, when it comes to a Washington agency's
planning for salmon environmental icdiors. (The named states are not parties to this
agreement, either.)

c. On page 15, Pollution Prevention, again, a sentence or two saying thall yarkyv
with the Tribes is suggested.

d. Under Section 3, on pa@&, re Compliance--if you can work with Alaska and Idaho,
why not mention in that paragraph that yaill work with the Tribes? We are a more likely
candidatdor co-enforcement efforts, as we are contiguous neighbors. (Thosetatlesrase not
parties to this agreement, either.)

4. You make reference on page 13 to a new state statute oconememtal excellence, that
involves environmental justicetures. It would be helpful to have ittation.
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Response to Katie Krueger

Comment 1:Compliance on state lands.
This is a good comment and has been incaergar into the final Agreement.

Comment 2:Priority with water goals.

When the PPA Water goals were drafted, the numesicr of the goals was not intended to be
an indicator of the priority of the goals. Because the numeridal may give some readers an
appearance of priority, the goal dealing with Tribal Governments will be moved upplee part

of the list.

Comment 3:Include tribes in discussions regarding data.
This comment has been incorpted into the final Agreement.

Comment 4:Include tribes in discussions regarding salmon indicators.
This comment has been incorpted into the final Agreement.

Comment 5:Work with tribes in pollution prevention.
A statement has been added to the agreement indicating that tribes and tribal reservations can be
included in the definition of small communities.

Comment 6:Work with tribes on compliance issues.
The State and EPAavk in partnership regarding compliance issues with the Tribes; the Puyallup
Agreement is a good example.

Comment 7:
The citation is Chapte881 of the Washingtont&e Lawsl997 (Engrossed Second Substitute
House Bill1866 - Environmental Excellence Program Agreements).

Comment 4 (WQ): Relating to Water Goals & Priorities: “With respect to Water Goals, while
we would like to be a higher priority than last, we are pleased to be present.”
The goals are numbered only for convenience, and are not in priority order.
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NORTHWEST
PULP & PAPER

July 20, 1997

Dee Peace Ragsdale

WA Department of Ecology
PO Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Re: Draft Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement 6/97Comments
Dear Ms. Ragsdale:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Environmental Performance Partnership
AgreementState FY1998 (June 1997). NWPPA Washington member pulp and paifter
recognize that a good working relationship between EPA Region 10 and the Washtatgton S
Department of Ecology is very important to the smooth implementation abemental
regulations, particularly those which are jointly run.

The following comments address thoset®ns of the draft which are of particular interest to us.
Regional Salmon Related Environmental Indicators (page 12)

The issue of salmon stock protection and enhancement which was selected brking group

as a pilot issue is a complex one. It's not clear how the indicators to be sei¢ctedrdinate

or integrate with salmoprotection &orts of other tate and/or federal agencies which are more
directly charged with this resnsiblity (i.e.; NMFS).

State Environmental Excellence Program (pages 1&814)

Description
NWPPA was activelynvolved in draftingand supporting the adoption of ESSHB 1866 to

establish a state éwdrized environmental excellence program. The dtatesand EPA

agreement, on page 13, includes a list of six "criteria for approval under developgmenthey

are expected to include the following” The law itself contains general critefta approval of

these voluntary agreements. It also makes it clear that Ecology may chose not to enter into an
agreement for any reason and that such a decision cannot be appealed bgc¢herppojnents.

Objectives and Activitiefor Fiscal Year 1998

It is not clear why the draft states that there enfasion surrounding the scope of
environmental excellence peajts". It might be more accurate to state that there is an need to
better nform the public and potential applicants about the opportunities provided by the new
law.
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Is it the agencies intent that the stdtewdd only enter into one or two peajt agreementer FY
19987 How would this decision support the goals of the program as described in the previous
section?

The Governor has asked Ecology to develop guidance for implementing the law, as noted in this
secton. However, the guidance document should not rewrite the legislation or be so restrictive
and detailed that the guidance becomes a sulojefrirmal rulemaking as required under
Washington’s APA.

We appreciate the Region's recognition that a timely review apdnss to any proposethte
project is necessary to ensure the Wiigtof the program. The law provides for early natdtion
and involvement of EPA Region 10.

Compliance AssurancePrinciples (pagesl7-19)

Background
It appears that this portion of the agreement has already been adopted and signed by

Washington, Idaho, Oregon, Alaska and EPA Region 10. Regardless NWPPA offers the

following comments because this section of the agreement is extrerpelgamt to NWPPA

members. It addresses key compliance and enforcement concepts and addresses a concern that
"the partnership/delegation relationship” between the two agencies “clearly has paradoxical
gualities that can lead to confusion regardingeespe roles.”

The "principles"” outlined in this section include a "recognition of the State Agencies' "right of
first refusal" on agreed upon work in a delegprogram, except in those situations where
"regional or national initiatives warrant an EPA lead.” This broad sweeaitegrent raises
numerous guestions. Why does a situation where "regional or national initiatives" exist warrant
an EPA lead in a delegatpdogram? Is there a federal oate statudry basis for federal

supremacy in delegedprograms in these special situations? HdlMhe gate, the regulated
community and the public know when such a circumstance occurs? Is there a underlying policy
or philosophy behind this “regional or national initiatives” concept?

Collaborative Planning and EPA/State Agency Roles

The “overarching principles” in this section mpport of collaborative planning appear to be
approprate. However thprocess described for developing priority areas seems a bit premature
and confusing. It appears to require that, as part of thienprary planningeach agency will
consider other guidance documents including, the Office and Enforcement and Compliance
Assurance MOA between the regions andddgearters for FY 1998-99. In the cover memo to
that OECA agreement Steve Hermafssistant EPA Administrat, recognized "..thatt&tes

face unique situations and that fleiilp is important to ensure that their most significant
environmental problems are addressed."

Hermann furthertates that it is in the state and regional agreements themselves that final

Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement 60



decisions on priorities and directions must be made. Region 10 and Eduodyy lseep this
flexibility in mind in finalizing this EEPA. As arrently drafted, the Agreement does not appear
to recognize the benefits of the years of experience the State has gained in administering
delegategrograms such as the NPDES program.

Both the planning and agency roles section here alsopomte the concept, discussdubae,

of EPA enforcement and compliance supremacy in situations of “regional or national initiatives”.
The only subsection which deals with this issue in more detail is the one on State Agency Role at
page 21. Here the draft describes these initiatives as including

“..exceptional circumstances, such as the implementation of new federal regulations, or
those instances where an individual sfategram does not have a comparalgdeedence
capability, e.g. against a single entity with facilitiesrare than one state, or to ensure a
level playing field by recovering economic benefit and commensurate pefraltres

entities involved in a national market.”

This definition of "exceptional circumstances" is so broad that it could be seen as covering
almost all facilities angirograms covered by a dettgd stat@rogram. Most businesses, even
very small ones, arguably operate in a national or even international markepgroach does
not allow for consideration afach state's "unique situations" or allavfisient flexibility by the
state in ddressing those priority area thate believes are portant.

Performance Measurement/Oversight

Oversight

Section VII of the FY 98/99 OECMOA Consolichted Technical Guidang®ovide guidance

from EPA Headquarters on Implementing the ER#¢3 artnershigilOA and Sate

Agreements. This section describes a nppreach which "acknowledges the need to ensure the
most effective use of scarpeblic resources by assuring that the appederiasks are assigned

to each level of government and recognizes the increased capacity of States to manage
environmental programs by providing for reduced Federal oversight inatietipgograms based

on program performanceThe guidance recognizes the importance of revising oversight
practices to reflect a move awhigm case by case review to an "after thetf review.

The Oversight Inspectionpproach proposed in the review draft seems to run counter to the
OECA guidance. The draft proposes oversightantipns to evaluate Staterfimance both
during the inspctionand subsequent follow-up. The draft proposes thattdte 8nd EPA
inspectors meet after an inspection to "dis&RA's initial compliance findings." This approach
does not seem to fitto an oversight model. Such a discussion should include findings by both
agency with the State taking a lead in presenting its initial findingspip®sed oversight
approach fails to recognize th&eat's increased capacity to managerenwmental programs.
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Concluding Comments

We appreciate thepportunity to comment on the overall EP#t® agreement, however it

seems that much of the detail has been or will be establistad)h the program specific
compliance assurance agreements for the atemand solid wasterograms. If these

agreements are available now we would like to request copies. If the agreements are still in the
draft form, and there is a public comment period, we would like the opportunity to Eeicip
Please call if you have any questions or concerns about these comments.

An identical version of these comments has been sent to Jack Boller at EPA, Region 10.

Sincerely,

Kristine Holm
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Response to Northwest Pulp & Paper

Comment 1:Regional salmon related ersimental indiators.

The Workgroup for the seven Environmental Agencies, including Ecology, held a workshop in
June 1997 for the purpose of bringing experts from other agencies and organizations together to
help in this pilot praggct. This included state and federal (Canada and US) fisheries and natural
resource agencies and public interest groups. Their expertise and knowledge about salmon
related envbnmental indiators will continue to be used in the development otatdrs for use

by the environmental agencies.

Comment 2:State Envonmental Excellence Program - Description.
The draft EPPA wording is changed to eefl some of the general criteria listed in the law for
environmental excellence program agreements.

Comment 3:State Envonmental Excellence Program - @bfives/Activities.
The draft EPPA wording is changed to eetl the need to betterform the public and potential
applicants on the opportunities and challenges provided by the new law.

Comment 4:State Envonmental Excellence Program - @bjives/Activities.

The draft EPPA wording is changed to emphasize thdiniteng factor on the number of
potential pragcts Wil be agency resurces and the interest expressed by the aitayl
community.

The agency is also sensitive of the need to not attempt to “rewrite the legislation” when
developing guidance or principles.

Comment 5, 6, and 7Compliance Assurance Principles.

We don’t consider thet@tement of “warranting EPA lead” to beoad and sweeping. Théa&
has always been the lead enforcer for detledprograms and i continue to be. This
statement was added Byuck Clarke at the request of the Air Quality Program to allow for
some potential flexibility if EPA might needfar a regionalssue (i.e., exceptional
circumstances).

You will note that elsewhere in the Compliarkssurance Agreement it indicates that EPA will
alwaysconsult with the State Bme anyaction is taken. Inanversations with EPA, we
interpret this to mean that if the State wants to takeppeograte acton, then EPA \ll defer.
Only if the State is unilling or incapablgnot Washington tate) wil EPA takeaction. It was
also understood that EPA ultrtely has overfile atibrity, which it has used very rarely and will
continue to use very infrequently, if at all.

Another reason this “exceptional circumstances” language is in here is that there may be a case
when the State requests EPA take the lead (if the penalppoyach might bediter served
under a specific federal law).

In conclusion, thet&te does not see the language as a praptichlem.
Comment 8:Performance Measurement/Oversight
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Oversight Inspections has been clarified in a separate rffitemdsreg Sorlie and Joe iams

to Anita Frankel. Again, this was an Air Quality issue. There willh@joint compliance
inspections with the posdliby of a sepaate efforcementactionfrom EPA. EPA’s oversight
inspection role is to evaluate the State’dgrenance (much like an audit) and provide specific
feedback to Ecology on what needs improving.

Comment 9:

We agree that the real meat of the compliahgsurance issue is spelled out in the program
specific Compliance Assurance Agreements. Waste is done, Air is almosetmmiipater
needs to be revised.
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People for Pugets Sound
South Sound Office
1063 Capital Way South
Room No. 201
Olympia, WA 98507
(206) 754-9177
Fax 786-5054

Mr. Jack Boiler July 21, 1997
US EPA, Region 10

Washington Operations Office

300 Desmond Drive, Suite 102

Lacey, WA98503

Re: Draft Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement

Dear Mr. Boller:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Performance Partnership
Agreement. We do have a number of concerns with the draft that | will explain in the following
letter.

Overall, we found this document to be too general to be meaningful. With a few exceptions, it
fails to establish clear goals with specific outcomes. The role of EPA is to ensure that the state
fully carries out it's delegated mmsihlities under the ClealWater Act and other federal laws.
This document can and shouleate a framewrk to ensure that this occurs. Unforately, the
Agreement stresses the "partnership” relationship over and above the need to achieve firm
outcomes. Terms like "continue existing programs"” or "continue to pursue,” which eateep
over and over in the document, lead us to believe that there will bepnaviements irmost
programs. Many areas of the agreement identify the need for "more discussion” or even
"negotiation” between DOE and EPA, which give us little or no indication of the direction that
will be taken.

While we appreciate the neéat good relationships between the two agencies, we wonder who
will ensure that DOE'programs raet Clean Water Act requirements if EPA is iinvg to

provide this type of oversight? Ironically, the drafters of the Agreement identify this problem:

The partnership/delegation relationship that exists between EPA and State Agencies
clearly has paradoxical qualities that can lead to confusion regardimgtigspoles.
(Draft Agreement, p. 17).

If water qualityproblems in thetate were rare, and if DOgrograms were generally efftive,

we could see the value nvaguely stated agreement. &1 know, however, mostaterbodies,
including nearly all estuaries, in the F . ax 786-50a#esfall to meet standards. In many cases,
the state legislature has actuallydermined thetate's regulatry programs to the point at which
they are ineffective.

Given that, we urge you to reexamine the agreement and insert clear and specific goals which
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relate directly to pdormance of various programs. The "performance measures” which are
referred to in the document do not, from our standpoint, serve as a real substitute for this type of
direction (see comments ahead).

Beyond this general concern, we had a number of specific comments on vackusssof the
agreement.

On the State Enronmental Excellence Program, we urge EPA to plagcive role in the

design of the statgrogram. HB 1866 contains language which would require EPA to sign off on
any progct which nvolves a federally delatedprogram. EPA should play a role in defining

what criteria should be considered in reviewing theseptgj In particular thprojects iould
achieve “superior results” and no backsliding should be allowed. There should also be
requirements for meaningful public involvement, including catghccess on the part of the
public to any information which is useful in analyzing the awis of theproject. These are all
concepts embodied in model EPAtate Draft Agreemerfor Regulatory Reinvention (May

1997).

Under Compliance Assurance Principles we feel that EPA should play a larger role reviewing
adequacy of DOE's enforcement program. There have been a number of reports and at least one
major newspaper article on this topic over the past year. Enforcact@s haveropped off

in recent years, raising questiormat the adequacy of the compliance program. In particular we
would like to see EPA conduct a review of DOE enforceraetibns to determine if they are
adequate andpproprate to achieve compliance. While there is some suggestion that some of

this will occur in the gb-sction on "Pdormance Measures / Oversight" (p. 22), the level of

review is extremely limited.

The goals outlined in Section 6 on Water Programs are mostly vague and suggest, in many cases,
a continuation of existing policies. We also had a number of problems with thectidn®n
"Measuring Progress."

Core Program Outcome Measures for the NPDES program included a continuation of the
"collaborative process" to getting DMRformation into the Permit Compliance System data

base so that EPA can compute toxic loading. It seems to us that EPA should simply establish a
timeline for entering thisata, and thatre®uld be a condition of the agreement and the funding.
We were similarly puzzled by 2(e) of this sabson which calledor DOE to reduce NPDES
compliance monitoring. Why would you seek to reduce compliance monitoring requirements?

We have just completed a year longdst of the DOE NPDES Program, whichrainated with
the publication of a f@ort entitled "Toxic Soup™ (Kent, People for Puget Souretddnber

1996). In that report we found that DOE routinely adogtsinology based standards which are
15-20 years outated. In the few months since the publication of tipente we have reviewed
several permit renewals that were even less protective of th@ement. In these cases, there
is no racheting down of the standards as the Clean Water Act requires.

We strongly urge EPA to review this area more closely and develop an Outcome Measure on the
updating of these technology based standards. We were disappointed that the Outcome Measures
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in subsection§2)(b) - (d) all revolve around the quantity of permits issued, not the quality of the
product.

We are aware that these are issues that may also be dealt with in the EPA - State agreement on
the NPDES program. Unfortately, these issues have not been adequaddhlgssed in that
agreement. Nor does the existence of this separate agreementy@auasponsitity, when

awarding funding under Performance Partnership Agreement, to insure thattéhie working

to achieve the goals of the Clean Water Act.

Similarly the 'Core Performance Measures" in sett®on 3, while useful, do not necessarily tell

us whether DOE administered programs arectiffe. Inprovements in overall aterbodies may

or may not signal that DOE programs arecassful. There are simply too many other factors at
play. We would suggest that, in addition to those identified, you designed performance measures
that relate directly to therogram, such as percent reductions in specific chemicals from given
source categories.

Thank you for taking the time to review our comments. Pleagadons ifyou have questions.

Yours,

Bruce Wishart

Policy Director
People for Puget Sound

cc: Chuck Clark
Dee Ragsdale
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Response to People For Puget Sound

Comment 1 Ecology programs geting CWA requirements.

Ecology’s implementation of the federal Clean Water Act’s requirements is a very open and
public endeavor. Citizens and stakeholders have numerous forums for engaging in these
activities andoroviding public oversight, in addition to the cattual oversight role EPA plays.

In addition, citizens and atted parties have nunoeis legal recourses to ensure Ecology is
meeting CWA requirements. Finally, the State Legislature playsortiamt role in program
evaluation, budget and policy control over Ecology’s implaaigon of water qualityprograms.

We believe the partnership and oversight role EPA plays is only one of many different oversight
opportunities available to not only governmental agencies, but to citizens as well.

Comment 2:EPA’s role in State Enronmental Excellence Program.

EPA will be provided with an opportunity to review and as appaiprbbject to angroposed
agreement developed under Chapter 381 of the WashingttsnL%ws1997 (Engrossed Second
Substitute House Bill866). EPA hastated that it intends to use EPA'’s criterion of superior
environmental performance as it is currently defined in the Federal XL program. EPA'’s criterion
of superior environmental performance was clarified in its April 23, 1997 Federal Register
notice. The draft EPPA wordingliAbe changed to reaffirm EPA’s position on the use of

superior environmental performance as a criterion when reviewing proposed agreements.

For any agreement there will be a@pportunity for stakeholder involvement through out the
process. To be “meaningful” any information used to document overall environmental results
and or impacts iV need to be available and presented in a way that aftoemanaccurate
evaluation of the proposal. The draft EPPA wordinidj be changed to clarify the iportance

of providingaccess tonformation needed to evate the envonmental benefits and irapts for
any proposal. Additionally, the draft EPPA wordind) se changed to clarify the iportance of
stakeholder involvement throughout the process.

It is also important to realize that approval of an agreement does not in itself modify
environmental permits. To modify any such permits would require thecapph of allordinary
permit modification requirements includipgblic notice, opportunity to comment, and
opportunity to file appeals. Also for any permits sabjo federal jurisdiotin, the responsible
Federal agency must be given an opportunity to review, and as apfgayject to the
proposed permit conditions.

Comment 3:EPA’s role of Staterdorcement program.

We welcome EPAs review/audit of Staggegrams, including enforcement. That8 has a

strong program and is a leader in the country when it comes to focusing on achieving compliance.
Enforcemengctions rise and falbr a number of reasons, including putting more effort/

resources of technical assistance to achieve the end result of compliance. The State continues to
issue strong penalties and enforcement orders when and where aaeropri
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Comment 4: Reduced compliance monitoring.

Reductions in compliance monitoring are given to facilities having at least two years
demonstratedapd performance (no violations) for a given pagéen. This is a financial

incentive to facilities to achieve compliance. This compliance incentive was devdiopaght

the Permit Program Partnership, of which the People for Puget Sound is a member and agreed to
the report recommending this policy. The policy implements EPA federal reduced monitoring
guidance which was released in spring 1996.

Comment 5: Outcome Measure on the updating of these technology based standards.

Ecology agrees federal effluent guidelines need to be upttatedme industries. This is

because the State does not have the financ@aliress needed to conduct tleehnical and

economic analyses of these industry-wide standards. However, the PPA between Washington
and EPA Region 10 is not the apprapeiforum for EPA’s effluent guidelines development plan.
These guidelines are nationwide in scope. Additionally, Ecology does plan on developing a rule
defining all known available and reasonable levelsezdtinent and prevention as required by

State law when resirces are available.

Comment 6: Core Performance Measures.
These Core Performance Measures were developed at the National level. EPA Region 10,
however, will pass these comments on to EPAddearters.
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Confedeated Tribes and Bands Established by the
of the Yakama Indian Nation éaty of June 9,
1855

July 25, 1997

Jack Boller

US EPA, Region 10
Washington Operations Office
300 Desmond Drive, Suite 102
Lacey, WA98503

Dee Peace Ragsdale

WA Department of Ecology
PO Box 47600

Olympia, WA 99504-7600

Mr. Boller and Ms. Ragsdale:

We appreciate thepportunity to review and to provide our comments regarding the
Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement between the Washiragsob&artment

of Ecology and the US Environmental Brction Agencyfor gate fiscal yeal998. We

understand that, since we are only now reviewing a document that was intended tcetdla eff

the beginning of this month, there will be a desire to finalize this document as quickly as possible.
Therefore, our comments have focused only on our major areas of concern.

We were encouraged to see that some of our comments regarding the fiscal year 1997
Performance Partnership Agreement have beeectefl in the language of this new Agreement;
specifically the acknowledgment that thate lacks regulaty jurisdiction on the more than 3

million acres that lie within the exteriboundaries of Indian Reservations. However, we are
disappointed with the continuing failure to recognize the full extent of tribal rights and resources;
rights which have been reserved by treaties and which extendyfardbBReservation boundaries
and into virtually every watershed within the State. The United Stapgei8e Court considers

rights secured by treaties and statutes to be vpsbgerty rights, and hagtermined that tribes

have the right to cooperatively manage those resources to ensure teeitiqmo

Through the Teaty of1855 (12 &t.951), the Yakama&lation reserved to themselves and future
generations the right to access anlizatnatural and cultural resirces throughout the Hiillion
acres which were ceded to the federal government, and beyond into Usual and Accustomed
areas. The Yakama Nation and its more than 8,600 members continue to exercise their
treaty-reserved rights in Washingtotat® andhroughout the Pacific Northwest.
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The stategburpose of the Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement isctallo

resources to the highest environmental priorities of taee&nd to maintain a core level of
environmental prizctionfor all of Washington’s citizens by using a holistigtershd-based

approach. We are convinced that the only way to achieve this purpose is through a cooperative
management strategy thavolves tribes as equal partners with EPA and thg2SRather than
excluding tribes and tribal lands and resources by perpetuating the traditional federal/state
approach to environmental peation, we believe future efforts should emphasize including tribal
governments as partners in the management of all resources. As discussed above, tribal resources
exist throughout the region and are certainlylingted by theboundaries of Indian

Reservations. EPA and the State must realize that it is not possible exclude tribal lands and tribal
resources from the scope of this agreement. Tribal resouiltbe directly impacted by the

actions detailed in this Agreement, and tifene tribal governments must be involved in the
development of priorities and approaches to environmentdgiron and must share

management responéily with their federal andtste partners.

Again, we appreciate thapportunity to provide our comments on this Performance Partnership
Agreement. Tribal people have been caretakers of then@ss of this region since time
immemorial, and wéope that recognition of tribal knowledge, expertise, and rights in managing
these resources will be refited in this and future agreements.

Sincerely,

Carroll E, Palmer, Deputy Director
Yakama Nation Division of Natural Resources

cc: Yakama Tribal Council
Moses Dick Squeochs, YN Environmental Program
Kathleen Hill, EPA Region 10
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Response to The Confederated Tribes And Bands Of The Yakama Indian
Nation

Page One, Paragraph Two has been changed:

In addition to this partnership between Ecology and EPA, both agencies have relationships with
the 27 federally recognized tribes of Washington State, who are sovereign nations with regulatory
authorities and &aty reserved rights. Tribal mgces are not limited by thmundaries of

Indian Reservations andlide impacted by the actions detailed in this Agreement. Ecology and
EPA are each eomitted to vorking with tribal governments in the development of priorities and
approaches to environmental fgction on a government to government basisis Agreement

is not intended to define or modify these relationships and tribal lands are not included under this
Agreement. Ecology and EPA each have ailiccentinue to develop-separateoperative
management relationships a@avironmental agreements with individual tribal governments

outside of this Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement.

Water Quality Comments:

#1: Relating to Water Goals and Priorities: “A specific area in neethofative solutions:
Protect and enhance tridaundary vaters and waters where there is tribal fishery rights
through vater quality standards and other means.”

Response:

We agree. Ecology and EPA are exploring with the Tribes optioneftarlmordination on
identifying threatened and impaired waters, and on waterg@daches to develop TMDLs
and other corrective actions. See pdte®ction 3.

#2: Relating to Columbia River issues: “Comparison of FTE’s between Puget Sound and the
Columbia River illustates institutional neglect of the Columbia Basin. With new ESA
listings, new rule making for flowsetc. the Columbia River needs significant new
resources.”

Response:

We agree that there needs to be more resources directed at identifyimgranting
environmental problems in the Columbia River Basin. Both EPA and Ecoltédpegin to give
these more attewtn. A new full-time EPA position has been assigned to Columbia Baser w
issues. EPA and Ecology are both activeiyoived in the Columbia and Snake River
temperature and dissolved gas issues, the contaminated sedimentpwokdreeRiver, and the
development of British Columbia water quality objectives.

#3 Relating to NPDES and watershed planning: “Tribes need tovblwed in this process
on a government to government basis. To date too much planning has taken place behind
agency doors. Relationship of this program to 2054 needs to be worked out.”

Response:
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We agree; tribes are welcome partners in all watershed activities. Ecology maKestan e
consult with all affected tribeduring the scoping process and planning processesir water
guality management area. At this time the relationship between these activities and watershed
planning under HB 2054 isilkto be determined.

#4. Relating to Sediments and 303(d): “Needs to include Columbia River above Grand
Coulee Dam and the Spokane River.”

Response:
We agree for listed aters. The strategy developeil apply to sediments in both freskaver
and marine environments, since adlters on th&03(d) list must be addressed.
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WASHINGTON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

July 25, 1997

Dee Peace Ragsdale

WA Department of Ecology
PO Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Jack Boller

US EPA, Region 10
Washington Operations Office
300 Desmond Drive, Suite 102
Lacey, WA98503

Dear Ms. Ragsdale and Mr. Boller,

The Washington Environmental Council (WEC) is pleased to comment on the review draft of the
FY 1998 EPA/DOE Partnership Agreement.

WEC notes with some concern the change in purpose of the 1998 agreement. In the purpose
statement, thpublic has been dropped as members of the partnership. As thetedtinders of

all activities covered in this agreement, we believe that citizens are essential partners. We
strongly support the purpose of the FY 97 Agreement thtdd“a partnership with each other
and with Washington'’s citizens in giexting, enhancing and restoriogr natural environment”
[emphasis added].

This current Agreement, like its preckssor, focuses on bureaucratic planning, rather than on
reporting on where, how and how much pollution has been reduced. It now includes some of the
necessary specific products and a few deadlines, but the outcomelsraveditectly related to
achieving the purpose of the Agreement. The key question in evaluating this draft Agreement is:
How will the expenditure of large sums of moneyedily protect, enhance and restore or natural
environment? A relted question arises as to why the dollaoamts are not shown in the draft
agreement.

This Agreement should provide the same degreexobuntabilityfor the public’s money, as
would be required in such an agreement in the privat@miprofit £ctors. Justificatiofor the
need for funding with exgrted outcomes and timelines remains deficient.

We feel that Washington citizens want their tax money spent on activities that gurectgt,

enhance and restore our natural environment in a timely manner. There are several ways to build
accountability and ark toward that goal. One option is to establish an independent citizen
advisory conmittee to review angublicly comment on the Agreement. Such a committee would
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need to include representatives of the gerarhlic, the public interest groupstively
concerned with Department of Ecology programs, as well as thatedwommunity. This
group might help the agencies focus omcliresults (i.e. reductions in polloi, number
enforcemenactions taken and their ultimate result). Clear, concigertiag on diectprogress
made toward specific goals would also imprageountability.

We applaud the move toward using quantitative and qualitativeoenvental indtators.

Performance standards, with financial and public relations penalties for failure to perform, can
only help to move forward issues which have been bogged down for years. We encourage you to
move forward with this program and put it into operation as soon as possible.

The health of our environment continues to decline aneg@mijpopulation growth Wl make

reversing this trend all the more difficult. To face this challenge, we need to spend every dollar to
its maximum benefit. Great@ublic accountability and a focus on measurable results will move

us in the right direction.

Thank you for considering our comments. If you have questions, please feel free to call me or
WEC Board Member Marcy Golde at 206.527.6350.

Sincerely,

Joan Crooks
Executive Director
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Section One: General Information
VIl.  Agreement Coverageinclude the practed dollar amunts here and the FTEs
funded.
VIIl. [mislabeled VI.] Evaluation Process:Report the results to the public with a press
release and on the WEB and by mail to commenting and other interested parties.

Section Two:
Regional Salmon Related Environmental Indicatorsincorpoiate this verk in the $ate

Wild Salmon Policy, the State Salmon Recovery Plan and the TFW Forestiyldvof
that plan.

Section Three:We are pleased to see this section added. Puplictieg of youractivities is
important and has a very goodesft of focusingublic attention on the bad actors, wirovide
unfair competition to the companies working to reduce pollution at the source.

Performance Measurement/Oversight:

General Principles:"EPA will limit its review of Sate Agency decisions to a standard of
whether the delegated entities made factuaks intechnical calculations, or
errors in interpetations of federal law, regulations or guidelines.” Timgation is
grossly inadequate. It is vital that EPA evaluate the leveffoiteor lack thereof.
Ecology may make a decision to make no effort to carry outrenitonent and
yet not meet this standard of review of decisions.

Section Six:
|. Goals and Priorities
2. Develop and implement a strategy to complete Total Maximum Daily
Loads (TMDLSs)... ." The TMDLs must include at least one non-point
source and one in-stream flow TMDL.
3. Enhance statedw-point Program: add enforcemeatthe other tools
listed.
4. Surface Water Quality Standards: Don't just targptawvements -
complete them with a deadline of JuB® 1998.
5. Protection of goundwater resurces: add enforcemeta coordination and
technical assistance.
6. We are pleased to see this.
[I. Measuring Progress
A. Environmental Indicators will be completed for FY99 PPA.Good. At
least some of these indicators need to be measurable.
B. Performance measures:
1. Outcomes fortate enforcement and compliance program: Restart
thereporting of enforcement and fines to the public.
2. Core Outcome Measures for Point Source Pollution: Include a

description of 5 examples of significant reductions in point source
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pollution achieved in FY98 as a direct result of ffrisgram and
funding.

3. Core Outcome Measures ftatershed Restoration and
Protection: Include a description of 5 examples of significant
improvements iWatershed Restoration and Protection achieved
in FY98 as a direatesult of this program and funding. Include one
example of reductionis non-point source pollution.

4. Core Measures for Sour@éater Protection and Undeaynd
InjectionControl: Include a description of 5 examples of
significantimprovements in Sourd&/ater Protection and
Underground IrgctionControl achieved in FY98 as aelit result
of this program anflunding.

lll. Activities undertaken by both Ecology and EPA.
Please include additional information on the FTEscaidundereach heading. In at
least some instances the number of FTEs working now is much less than the numbers
shown. Unless Ecology anticipates major increases in girogeams, the discrepancy
must be explained.

1.

303(d) & TMDLs. There appears to be a typographical error on the number of
FTEs with a total of 35 FTEs, when the federally funded FTEs are 3.5 and the
statefunded FTEs are 5.5, which totals 9.0 FTEs.

WEC is unable to identify even two FTEs working on the TFW Forestry Module,.
much less the 5.5 inchted. We are aware of perhaps 1.6 FTEs working on

the Forestry Module plus other TFW profs, but less than 1 FTEovking

directly on the Forestry btule. Certainly that Module would produce more and
have a much better chance of success, if Ecology wemeitting 5.5 FTES to

this effort.

A prioritization process for the anti-degradation and use-B&sedr Quality
Standards is a totally inadequat®duct and deadline for a process started in
January, 1993. Review is maatdd every three years. As we stated in the FY97
PPA. agreement comments, a deadline is vital and it needs to be within this
FY98PPA Agreement. In addition, we are aware of only 1.0 FTE working on this
project who is assisted to a small exteotn public involvement staff, not the 3.0
FTEs listed.
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Response to Washington Environmental Council

Comment 1:Washington’s citizens.

The language in question, “a partnership witith other and with Washigt's citizensn
protecting, enhancing and restormg natural environment” was in the draft and in the final
Agreement: Page “i”, second paragraph.

Comment 2:Accountability.

Ecology and EPA are actively developing and in many cases already usrumnem@ntal

indicators and other measures to monitor trends and conditions in the environment. Many of
Ecology’s annual reports now include these measures. In addition, Ecology has developed
measures as part of our budget to the Office of Financial Management (these measures are being
updated to reflect thieudget that passed during the 1997 Legislative Session). Ecology’s
“Washington’s Environmental Health 1997” Repoil e available to th@ublic beginning in
November. Ecology and EPA conduct a “mid-year” evaluation together on the impitiomren

of this Agreement (typically in February/March).

Comment 3:Agreement Coverage.
The actual grant awaidollars) is shown in the final Agreement on page 6. In addition, Ecology
and EPA FTE’s are shown with each major activilyptighout the Agreement.

Comment 4:Evaluation Process.
Providing the results of the Ecology/EPA mid-year evaluation to the public is a good idea,
especially utilizing the Internet. We wilrsue this idea. Thank you.

Comment 5:Regional Salmon Related Erammental Indiators.

Ecology, along with the other Pacific Northwest environmental agencies, are working with other
key agencies within their jurisdictions to inform and coaaitinthe development and use of any
resulting indicators.

Comment 6:Compliance Assurance Principles: Performance Measurement.

The point of the language referenced here was misunderstood. This part of the compliance
assurance principles refers to review of specific products (R&Drdinatbn) and makes sure
EPA is NOT wasting its time or the stateso@wges by second guessing specific authority/
procedures already dektgd. The State and EPA agree thatae’t want to have people doing
the same thing - resources are too scarce. Regarding the evaluation of the level-ofhetffert
what the whole PPA is all about.

Comment 7: Water Quality Goals and Priorities.

7.2:. TMDLs

The strategy referred to is meant to settle the lawsuit38&(d) lists and development of

TMDLs. The strategy Waddress all aters on thd996 303(d) list, including development of
TMDLs (where required) or other corrective actiémisthose vaters. In some cases, other

pollution control measures may solve the problems prior to the development of TMDLSs for those
waters, or th@roblems may not be amenable to eation trough TMDLs. Ecology e)gxts to
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develop many nonpoint source TMDLSs for listedters, and has in fact already had some
nonpoint source TMDLs approved by EPA. Ecology is continuing to explore the relationship
between the 303(d) list and instream flows.

7.3:  Enhancetate Non-point Program: add enforcement to the other tools listed.

Ecology agrees that compliance, including enforcement, is an important component of the overall
nonpoint source program. Both thate’s319 Nonpoint Source Plan and CZARA 6217 Coastal
Nonpoint Source Program address the use of regulatory and enforcement measures in the mix of
tools available to achieve nonpoint source goals. In the coming months, as both of these
programs are revised, Ecology exps to mvolve all stakeholders in helping tetérmine the

approprate use of gforcement in the nonpoint arena.

7.4: Surhce water quality standards:oit just target improvements - corefg them with a
deadline of June 30, 1998.

Response
While this is a laudable goal, it will not beeintherdore, adding a deadline of June 30, 1998

would mislead the public.

Response (WQ)

The datdor adoption of the Phase | revisions to the standardsdidbeB1, 1997) is giveralter

in the document (page 44Jimeframedor the Phase Il public workshops and hearings are also
shown. Ecology does not expect to completepéion of Phase Il revisions during this fiscal
year.

7.5:  “Prdection of goundwater resurces: add enforcement to coordination seudhnical
assistance.”

Response:
The primary intent of this goal is to provitechnical assistance and outreach to local

governments. However, Ecology agrees that enforcement is an important component of ground
waterprotectionprograms. Currently, enforcement primarily occurs through the Underground
InjectionControl Program and theéade wastewater discharge perpmbgram for discharges to
ground and land apphtion of wastes.

7.6. “We are pleased to see thisXsgess compliance with existing standards and develop
new methods for measuring environmental results.]

Response: None required.
Comment 8 Measuring Progress

8.1: “...restart the reporting of the enforcement and fines to the public..” Response:
At this time, Ecology is not producing a report on enforcement and fines.
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8.2: “...include a description of 5 examples of significant reductions in point source pollution
achieved in FY98...” Response:

As stated bove, we are following core performance measures developed at the national level by
EPA headquarters.

8.3: “...include a description of 5 examples of significant reductions in Sd/aiber Protection

and UIC control achieved in FY98...” Response:

As stated bove, we are following core performance measures developed at the national level by
EPA headquarters.

8.4: Specific Comments #8 (3) (WQ) “...include a description of 5 examples of significant
reductions in point source pollution achieved in FY98...",

and

8.5: Specific Comments #8 (4) (Description noted as in #4 above) WQ Response:

The performance measures included in the PPA are core measures developed at national level
for all gates.

Comment 9: Explain discrepancy in numbers of FTEs shown

9.1: “303(d) & TMDLs. There appears to be a typographical error on the number of FTEs...”

Response:
There is a typographical error for the total number of FTEs foathtigity—the orrect total is
9.35 FTEs.

9.5: “WEC is unable to identify even two FTEs working on the TFW Forestry Module, much
less the 5.5 indated...”

Response:

The total of 5.5 FTEs shown represent all of Ecology’s resourcsstelt towardforest
practices, including the Forestryddule, forest actices rules, watershed analysis, and other
related activities.

9.4: “A prioritization process for the anti-degradation and use-ba&eadr Quality Standards
is a totally inadequateroduct and deadline for a process started in January, 1993...” and
“...we are aware of only one FTE working on this pagj..”

Response:

The scoping and prioritization process referred to is for the next round of triennial review, i.e.,
what issues should Ecolotgcklefor the following round of revisions afteompletion of the

Phase 1 and Phase Il revisions associated withutinent triennial review. The prioritization of
antidegradation and use-based issues occurred some time ago. The FTEs shown include all staff
working on both the Phase | and Phase Il issues, and is tieetcoumber.
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THE CONFEDERATED RIBES
OF
THE COLVILLE RESERVATION

ENVIRONMENTAL TRUST DEPARTMENT
July 25, 1997

Dee Peace Ragsdale

WA Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600

Olympia WA 98504-7600

RE: Ecology/EPA Performance Partnership Agreement Comments

Dear Ms. Ragsdale:

Due to time constraints | have to confine my commentsatt@rgrograms.

Water Programs

Page 39, #9: A specific area in need of innovative solutionse&rand enhance tribbbundary

waters and waters where there is tribal fishery ridimsugh vater quality standards and other
means.

Page 45, #s 10 and 11: Comparison of FTE's between Puget Sound and the Columbia River
illustrates institutional neglect of the Columbia Basin. With new ESA listings, new rule making

for flows, temperature and flow problems in the mid-Columbia and tribs, dissolved gas problems,
resident fishery concerns, contaminated sediments inpilea8Se River and Lake Roosevelt,
development of British Columbia water quality objectives, international issues concerning the
1909 boundary aters treaty and storage agreements, etc. the Columbia River needs significantly
more resources. Current federal resourcescthbd at thesproblems are biased towards lower
Columbia and Snake River issues. They are also being managed by the agencies which created
the problems in the first pte.

Page 46, #1c: Tribes need to be involved in this process on a government to government basis.
To date too much planning has taken place behind agimyg. Relationship of this program to
2054 needs to be worked out as well.

Page 52, #2 at bottom: Needs to include Columbia River above Grand Coulee Dam and the
Spokane River.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Gary W. Passmore, Director

c: Jack Boller, EPA
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Response to The Confederated Tribes Of The Calle Reservation

Comment 1 Protect and enhance tridmdundary vaters and waters.
This need was addressed on page ddtjan 3.

Comment 2 Comparison of FTEs between Puget Sound and the Columbia River.

We agree that there needs to be more resources put into the Columbia River issues. EPA will
begin to give these greater attenti A new full-time EPA position has been assigned to
Columbia Basin water issues.

Comment 3 Involve Tribes on a government to government basis.
We agree. Tribes are welcome partners in all watershed activities.

Comment 4:Include Columbia River above Grand Coulee Dam and the Spokane River.
Dave Peeler wilprovide.)
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